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ABSTRACT
An abstract of the dissertation of Khatera Sahibzada for the Doctor of Philosophy
in Systems Science: Psychology presented May 11, 2006.

Title: Job Insecurity and Work-Family Conflict: The Organizational,
Situational, and Individual Influences on the Job Strain Process

Globalization, new technologies, downsizing, and a shift from
manufacturing to service-based economies have led to an increase in job
insecurity, resulting in deleterious effects on employee work attitudes and
behaviors. However, the literature has failed to examine the impact of job
insecurity on work-family outcomes. Therefore, the purpose of the present study
was to examine the relationship between job insecurity and work-family conflict.
The specific research questions addressed were: (a) does job strain mediate the
relationship between job insecurity and work-family conflict? and (b) is the
relationship between job insecurity and work-family conflict moderated by
individual, situational and organizational perceptions?
A total of 264 employees participated in this study through the use of
anonymous paper-and-pencil and web-based surveys which asked about their
work and family situations, job insecurity, strain, and organizational, situational
and individual characteristics. Multiple regression analyses were used to test the
17 specific hypotheses. As expected,job
expected, job insecurity predicted work-to-family
conflict, and job strain partially mediated the relationship between job insecurity
and work-to-family conflict. The results also demonstrated that role ambiguity
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moderated the relationship between job insecurity and work-to-family conflict
conflict.
The relationship between job insecurity and work-to-family conflict was stronger
for employees with low levels of role ambiguity compared to employees with
high levels of role ambiguity.
Implications of the results of this study suggest that organizations can be
proactive in mitigating the effects of employees'
employees’ job insecurity on work-family
outcomes. To begin with, organizations need to understand the processes that are
occurring in their companies by paying attention to the contextual social factors
influencing their employees. For example, before taking costly and laborintensive measures to reduce levels of role ambiguity, organizations should give
consideration to the context in which role ambiguity is occurring. In this study,
role ambiguity played a significant role in work-to-family conflict only for lowerincome employees. For these employees clear and accurate role descriptions can
help decrease the negative effects of job insecurity on work-to-family conflict.
Lastly, organizations should develop a supportive organizational work-family
culture which can help buffer the negative effects of job insecurity on work-tofamily conflict.
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Job Insecurity and Work-Family Conflict: The Organizational, Situational, and
Individual Influences on the Job Strain Process
Chapter I
Introduction and Literature Review
Numerous social and demographic changes in the workforce include
increased women’s labor force participation, the aging of the workforce, delayed
childbearing, and the increased number of dual earner couples (Aryee, Srinivas,
& Tan, 2005; Moen, Robinson, & Fields, 1994) have resulted in changes in the
number and kinds of family roles that employee’s occupy (e.g., spouse, parent,
and/or caregiver to aging adults). Equally, globalization, new technologies,
downsizing, and shifts from manufacturing to service-based economies have led
to an increase in job insecurity resulting in negative effects on employee work
attitudes and behaviors. Job insecurity and the associative exacerbating negative
effects make employees with family responsibilities an ideal topic of research in
the work-family context. If the future of companies is dependent on this labor
market, organizations need to develop a better understanding of working families.
This involves not only delineating factors that contribute to attitudes and
behaviors, but also understanding how organizations can inhibit or promote the
development of job insecurity.
The particular contribution of this study is that, to my knowledge, this is
the first study to examine organizational, situational and individual factors that
influence the relationship between job insecurity and job strain of working
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families in relation to work-family conflict. By doing so, I hope to draw much
needed attention to job insecurity in the context of working families.
Work-Family Conflict
The rise in the number of women in the workforce and the emergence of
dual-earner families has spawned an increase in research concerning work and
family issues. The most common themes addressed in the work-family literature
include the balancing of work and family roles, the impact of one set of roles on
the other, and the effects of work and family attitudes on life satisfaction and
other outcome variables (Watanabi, Takahashi, & Minami, 1997). Although a
great deal of research has examined the antecedents (i.e., gender, individual,
family and job characteristics) and outcomes (i.e., absenteeism, physical and
mental health, satisfaction) of work-family conflict, there has been less of a focus
on mediators and moderators of the relationship between the antecedents and
outcomes of work-family conflict such as personality and job strain.
Job Strain
Job strain can be defined as, “aversive and potentially harmful
psychological reactions of the individual to stressful work,” (de Croon, Sluiter,
Blonk, Broerson, & Frings-Dresen, 2004, p.443). A limitation of the current job
strain research is that it has concentrated on role conflict and ambiguity with less
of a focus on other types of stressors (Parasuraman & Alutto, 1981). Job and
organizational elements should also be considered such as work overload, time
pressures, lack of career progression (Ivancevich & Matteson, 2002) and job
insecurity. In fact, Cooper, Dewe, and O’Driscoll (2001, p.45) suggests that, “job
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insecurity may be one of the single most salient sources of strain for employees.”
Therefore, job strain was examined as a possible mediator of the relationship
between job insecurity and work-family conflict.
Moderators
This study examined three types of moderators: organizational conditions,
situational perceptions, and employee’s personality perceptions. The
organizational condition of interest to this study was work-family organizational
culture, which is the extent to which an organization is supportive of employees
with family responsibilities. Little research has examined the impact of workfamily organizational culture on employees’ attitudes and behaviors. Kossek and
Ozeki (1999) report that the majority of research in the area has examined the
effects of formal supports (e.g. telecommuting, flexible work schedules, childcare
facilities, leave to take care of sick family members), while ignoring the influence
of informal supports, such as work-family organizational culture. This is an
important moderator to study, because a supportive work-family organizational
culture may serve as a possible buffer of the negative effects of job insecurity on
work-family conflict.
The situational perceptions that were examined in this study were role
ambiguity and psychological contracts. Role ambiguity involves a lack of
information regarding one’s work role and uncertainty regarding role
expectations (Gupta & Jenkins, 1985; Lewis & Cooper, 1988). Role ambiguity
has been found to have a negative direct impact on both job insecurity and workfamily outcomes (Ashford, Lee, & Bobko, 1989; Bedeian, Burke, & Moffett,
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1988; Greenhaus, Parasuramati, Granrose, Rabinowitz, & Beutell, 1989), and
may play a moderating role in the relationship between job insecurity and workfamily conflict.
The second situational perception, psychological contracts are, “an
individual’s beliefs regarding the terms of conditions of a reciprocal exchange
agreement between the focal person and another party.” (Rousseau, 1989, p. 23).
The types of contracts of interest to this study are transactional and relational
contracts. Employees with transactional contracts are less likely to believe that
their employees are obligated to provide job security, career development
opportunities, and skill development than employees with relational contracts
(Dabos & Rousseau, 2004). Transactional contract holders do not expect a long
term relationship and are less psychologically involved in the organization, which
may result in a weaker link between attitudes and behaviors. In contrast,
relational contract holders require security, career prospects and training and
development (Baruch & Hind, 1999). Therefore, the relationship between job
insecurity and work-to-family conflict should be stronger for employees with
relational contracts than employees with transactional contracts.
The individual perception that was examined was locus of control. Locus
of control has been previously studied in both a national and international
context; however it has not been studied as a moderator between job insecurity
and work-family conflict of employees. Spector and O’Connell (1994) define
locus of control, “as a personality variable that concerns people’s generalized
expectancies that they can or cannot control reinforcements in their lives,” (p. 2).
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In this definition, reinforcements are referred to as conditions, events, or
circumstances. If a person believes that they can control reinforcements, they are
considered to have internal locus of control. In contrast, if an individual expects
or believes that outside forces or luck control reinforcements, they are considered
to have an external locus of control. An external locus of control may serve to
buffer the negative effects of job insecurity on work-family conflict in that the
individual may feel that they have control over the circumstance that they are in.
For example, although they may feel insecure regarding their job they may also
feel that they can change that particular circumstance if they choose so.
Because job insecurity and work-family balance are pressing and growing
areas of concern around the world, research is needed to understand how to gain a
better understanding of how work-family conflict is manifested for employees.
One possible way of doing so is by examining possible moderators and mediators
that may be involved. Delineating these organizational, situational, and individual
factors may help researchers and employers understand the courses of action that
are needed to help decrease the negative effects of job insecurity on work-family
conflict.
The importance of examining such factors is more pronounced now
because job insecurity is no longer limited to one segment of the workforce.
During the early 1980s, job insecurity was an issue for blue-collar employees.
Now, it has also become a concern for white collar employees (Green, 2003b).
As a result of the changing nature of work, organizations need to be able to
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since it is has become a general issue for all employees.
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CHAPTER II
Theoretical Framework for the Present Study
The theoretical framework for this study is based on two models: Probst’s
(2004) and Sverke and Hellgren’s (2002) models of job insecurity. Probst (2004)
delineated the antecedents and consequences of economic stressors which she
defines as underemployment, unemployment and job insecurity (see Figure 1). Of
particular interest to the present study is the economic stressor of job insecurity.
Probst’s (2004) Integrated Model o f Job Insecurity
Job insecurity can be defined as “powerlessness to maintain desired
continuity in a threatened job situation,” (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984, p.438).
Probst (2004) categorizes the antecedents of job insecurity into four groups:
Organizational change characteristics, Worker characteristics, Employment
characteristics, and Economic factors. Organizational change characteristics
include factors such as downsizing, merger/acquisitions, reorganizations, and
changing technology. Worker characteristics include demographic variables, as
well as career history. Employment characteristics involve the contractual
agreement between the organization and employee (i.e. full-time/part-time,
contingent vs. permanent work), use of outsourcing, and peripheral/buffering
location of the position. Lastly, economic indicators include unemployment rate.
She hypothesizes that these variables play an important role in predicting job
insecurity. The present study will focus on employment characteristics,
specifically permanent work contracts.
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Further, Probst (2004) identified three categories of consequences of job
insecurity: individual outcomes, family and social outcomes, and job-related
outcomes. Individual outcomes include psychological and physical well-being, of
particular interest to this study is job strain. Family and social outcomes include
marital distress, family strain, and friendship strain. And lastly, job-related
outcomes include job attitudes, organizational commitment, turnover intentions,
work withdrawal, and safety outcomes. Of particular interest to this study is
work-family conflict which may serve as a precursor to individual, family, and
job-related outcomes. For example, research has found support for work-family
conflict as a predictor of absenteeism (Kossek & Ozeki, 1999; Thomas &
Ganster, 1995), turnover intentions (Aryee, 1992; Bedeian, Burke, & Moffett,
1988), job, family and life satisfaction (Aryee, 1992; Bedeian, Burke, & Moffett,
1988; Bedian, Burke, & Moffett, 1988; Boles, Johnstone, & Hair, 1997; Higgins,
Duxbury, & Irving, 1992; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998; Thomas & Ganster, 1995) and
negative mental and physical health (Boles, Johnstone, & Hair, 1997; Frone,
2000; Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1992; Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1997; Thomas
& Ganster, 1995). This integrated model (see Figure 2) provides a broad
framework in which to examine the antecedents and outcomes of job insecurity
and although this model is appropriate in a general context, a more
comprehensive holistic model is required to fully identify the factors involved in
job insecurity.
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Consequences
Individual Outcomes
•
Psychological
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•
Physical Health
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•
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•
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•
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ent
•
Use of Outsourcing
•
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Position

Family & Social
Outcomes
•
Marital Distress
•
Family Strain
•
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Strain

Economic
Stressors

Job-Related Outcomes
•
Job Attitudes
•
Organizational
Committment
•
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Underemployment

Intentions
iiXlvllvlV/liu

— *
Job Insecurity

•
•

Wnrle
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Outcomes

Economic Factors
•
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Figure 1. Probst’s (2004) integrated model of the causes and consequences of
unemployment, underemployment, and job insecurity.
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Moderators
Individual
Differences
Fair Treatment
Social Support

Objective situation
•
•
•
•

Labor market
characteristics
Organization
change
Employment
contract
Uncertain
future for the
organization

Job Insecurity
•

Subjective
Characteristics
•
•
•
•

Perceived
employability
Perceived
control
Family
responsibility
Need for
security

•

Threats
of job
loss
Threats
to job

Consequences
•
•
•

Well-being
Job attitudes
Organizational
attitudes

Figure 2. Sverke and Hellgren’s (2002) Integrated model of job insecurity.
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Sverke and Hellgren’s (2002) Integrated Model o f Job Insecurity
Sverke and Hellgren’s (2002) model complements Probst’s model by
introducing a more extensive list of variables. Sverke and Hellgren (2002), based
on a review of the literature, developed an integrated model of job insecurity (see
Figure 2). They describe job insecurity as subjectively experienced and
multidimensional. According to their model, the interaction of the objective
situation and subjective characteristics contributes to the experience of job
insecurity. The objective situation is made up of labor market characteristics,
organizational change, type of employment contract, and level of uncertainty
regarding the future of the organization. Subjective characteristics include
perceived employability, perceived control, family responsibility, and need for
security. Based on their review of the job insecurity literature Sverke and
Hellgren (2002) suggest that future research should examine how the negative
effects of job insecurity may be reduced. Specifically, they suggest examining the
role of moderators in the relationship between job insecurity and outcomes.
Therefore, they include individual differences, fair treatment, and social support
as possible moderators that can buffer or exacerbate the negative effects on
employee attitudes and well-being.
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Model Examined in the Present Study
The integration of Sverke and Hellgren’s (2002) model with Probst’s
(2004) model results in a more comprehensive and holistic framework for
examining job insecurity (see Figure 3). This integrated model provides the basis
for the present study. However, since it is not feasible to examine the entire
model in this study, only factors of interest to this study were tested.
To begin with, the employment characteristic (permanent work contracts)
provides the context or environment for the variables that will be examined. This
is the environment in which the variables are embedded. The antecedent of
interest was job insecurity (economic stressor) and the outcome of interest was
work-to-family conflict. However, the relationship between job insecurity and
work-to-family conflict was not to be examined as a direct relationship but rather
one that is mediated through job strain (see Figure 4). A mediator, “accounts for
the relation between the predictor and the criterion,’’(Baron & Kenny, 1986, p.
1176). According to the definition, job strain was expected to account for the
relation between job insecurity and work-to-family conflict (see Figure 4).
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Antecedents

Consequences

Moderators

Objective situation
Organizational Change
•
•
•
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•
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•
•
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•

Family & Social
Outcomes

Job Insecurity
•

•

Threats
of job
loss
Threats
to job
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•
•
•

Marital
distress
Family Strain
Friendship
Strain

Job-related
Outcomes
•
•

Subjective Characteristics
Perceived employability
Perceived control
Family responsibility
Need for security

Psychological
health
Physical
Health

•
•
•
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towards
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Commitment
Turnover
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outcomes

Figure 3. Integrated model of Probst (2004) and Sverke and Hellgren (2002).
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Job
Insecurity

Job Strain

Work-toFamily
Conflict

Figure 4. Job Insecurity’s effect on work-to-family conflict as mediated
by perceptions of job strain.
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Furthermore, in this integrated model, several other factors were
examined as potential moderators of the relationship between job insecurity and
work-to-family conflict (see Figure 5). A moderator can be defined as a variable
that, “affects the direction and/or strength of the relation between an independent
and predictor variable and a dependent or criterion variable,” (Baron & Kenny,
1986, p.l 174). The moderators of interest in this study can be delineated into
three categories: organizational, situational and individual (see Figure 4). The
organizational moderator of interest to this study was work-family organizational
culture. The situational moderators of interest were work-role ambiguity and
psychological contracts. And finally, the individual moderator of interest was
work locus of control. Additionally, family responsibility was considered in that
this study focused only on employees with family responsibilities.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 16

Organizational Moderators
Work-Family
Organizational Culture
Situational Moderators
Role Ambiguity

Individual Moderators
Work Locus of Control
Psychological Contract

Job
Insecurity

1
f

Work-toFamily
Conflict

Figure 5. Organizational, situational and individual moderators of job
insecurity and work-to-family conflict.
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CHAPTER IE
Work-Family Conflict
Work-family conflict is a type of interrole conflict in which the demands
associated with role occupancy in one domain (work or family), interfere with, or
are incompatible with role occupancy demands in the other domain (Greenhaus &
Beutell, 1985). Work-family conflict may occur in two directions: work
interfering with family (work-to-family conflict) and family interfering with work
(family-to-work conflict) (Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1992; Frone, Yardley, &
Markel, 1997). Work-family conflict is traditionally assessed using self-report
measures. It is usually defined as self-perceived work-family conflict, not as
work-family conflict perceived by others such as family members or co-workers.
The forms of work-family conflict include time-based conflict, strain-based
conflict, and behavior-based conflict (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985).
Theoretical Fram ework f o r Work-Family Conflict

There are two competing theories, the enhancement and scarcity theory,
which have been developed to explain the outcomes associated with engaging in
multiple roles. The theories diverge in that proponents of the enhancement theory
suggest that engaging in multiple roles can be beneficial to overall well-being,
whereas the scarcity theory, which is in line with time-based conflict, suggest that
engaging in multiple roles can be deleterious because individuals have limited
resources (Goode, 1960; Seiber, 1974).
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Enhancement theory

Enhancement theory emerged in the 1970’s and was supported by the
research of Marks (1977). Enhancement theory suggests that engaging in multiple
roles can have a positive and enhancing effect on the individual. Seiber (1974)
developed this theory by expanding upon Durkheim’s theory of social ties, in that
engaging in multiple roles can be integrative and can have a positive effect on
mental well-being. Marks (1977) further expanded Sieber’s (1974) view, by
suggesting individuals have expandable energy and when they are able to choose
positive roles, this can contribute to their overall energy rather than deplete it.
Along the same lines as the enhancement hypothesis is the energy-expansion
perspective which hypothesizes that roles have positive consequences that are
due to the enhancement of personal resources such as mastery, self-esteem,
identity, and social and economic gains (Stephens & Franks, 1999). The
enhancement effect can also be contributed to by benefits and policies by
assisting employees in integrating their multiple roles and increasing their
personal resources.
Scarcity hypothesis

The scarcity hypothesis was developed by Goode (1960) and is premised
on the belief that individuals have limited resources and energy. Engaging in
multiple roles means competition for these limited resources, thereby causing
psychological distress and role strain. Since there is only a finite amount of
resources and energy available to the individual, engaging in multiple roles can
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negatively affect mental well-being (Brody, 1990) and physical well-being (Mui,
1995; Pearlin, 1989). The scarcity hypothesis further posits that a compromise
needs to be made in regard to where attention will be placed, since individuals are
limited by the resources and energy that is available to them (Brody, 1981).
Antecedents o f Work-Family Conflict

Researchers have found numerous antecedents of work-family conflict
such as gender, level of control, personality, age and number of dependents,
family type, income, family stress, number of hours worked, job stress, work role
ambiguity, and psychological work involvement (Bedian, Burke, & Moffett,
1988; Duxbury, Higgins, & Lee, 1994; Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1992; Frone,
Yardley, & Markel, 1997; Goff, Mount, & Jamison, 1990; Greenhaus,
Parasuraman, Granrose, Rabinowitz, & Beutell, 1989; Gutek, Searle, & Klepa,
1991; Hammer, Allen, & Grigsby, 1997; Neal, Chapman, Ingersoll-Dayton, &
Emlen, 1993; Staines & Pleck, 1984). Furthermore, research has found support
for the notion that work experiences can affect employees’ psychological states,
which can influence the frequency and quality of family interactions (Kanter,
1984; Piotrkowski, 1979; Piotrkowski & Katz, 1983). The particular antecedent
of interest to this study was the area of job insecurity, which the work stress
literature has identified as a contemporary work stressor (Mohr, 2000; Strazdins,
D'Souza, Lim, Broom, & Rodgers, 2004). Specifically, job insecurity as an
antecedent to work-to-family conflict is the phenomenon of interest.
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CHAPTER IV
Job Insecurity
Definition

Job insecurity can be defined as, “powerlessness to maintain desired
continuity in a threatened job situation,” (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984, p.438).
Specifically, the literature has identified two types of job insecurity: objective
insecurity and subjective or perceived job insecurity (Strazdins, D'Souza, Lim,
Broom, & Rodgers, 2004). Objective insecurity can be defined as actual job loss,
whereas subjective insecurity is perceived fear or worry about the job future
(Dewitte, 1999). Objective insecurity can be measured through separation rates
(rates at which employees leave their jobs), redundancy rates (rates at which
employees are forced to leave their jobs), job tenure (time spent on the job),
duration of unemployment, and impact of job loss on future pay (Green, 2003a).
Specifically, researchers have identified objective job insecurity as, “without
reference to a worker’s perceptions, but rather considered as an independently
determined probability that workers will have the same job in the foreseeable
future,” (Pearce, 1998, p. 34). Subjective job insecurity is usually measured
through self-reports. Both cross-sectional and longitudinal studies have found
perceived or subjective insecurity to be consistently related to psychological and
physical well-being far more than objective job insecurity (Ferrie, 2001; Sverke,
Hellgrens, & Naswell, 2002). Therefore, the focus of this study is on subjective
job insecurity.
Job insecurity has been found to be related to a host of negative
psychological and physical consequences for employees’ health and well-being
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including safety outcomes, anxiety, depression, irritation, and strain-related
psychosomatic complaints (Catalano, Rook, & Dooley, 1986; Dekker & Shaufeli,
1995; Ferrie, 2001; Ferrie, Shipley, Marmot, Martikainen, & Stansfield, 2001;
Joelson & Wahlquist, 1987; Kivimaki, Vahtera, Pentti, & Ferrie, 2000; Kuhnert,
Sims, & Lahey, 1989; Probst, 1999; Probst & Brubaker, 2001) and work-related
attitudes such as job satisfaction, organizational commitment, work withdrawal
behaviors and turnover (Ashford, Lee, & Bobko, 1989; Brockner, 1988; Davy,
Kinicki, & Scheck, 1997; Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984).
Furthermore, research has shown that when employees perceive a threat to
their work future, they will exhibit symptoms of distress such as anxiety,
depression, and physical ailments (Ferrie, Shipley, Marmot, Stansfield, & Smith,
1998; Heaney, Israel, & House, 1994; Israel, House, Schurman, Heaney, & Mero,
1989; Roskies, Louis-Guerin, & Fournier, 1993). Additionally, job insecurity
may be especially pertinent because the uncertainty is often prolonged (Hartley,
Jacobsen, Klandermans, & Van Vuuren, 1991; Joelson & Wahlquist, 1987). This
is illustrated by studies which found job insecurity to be a chronic stressor whose
negative effects become more intense as time increases (Ferrie, 2001; Heaney,
Israel, & House, 1994).
Hobfoll (1989) hypothesizes that stress which occurs due to a threat of
resource loss can in turn affect the well-being of an individual’s partner
(Westman, Etzion, & Danon, 2001). In support of this theory, research has found
that an employee’s job insecurity and job-related stress have negative effects on
family members and family functioning (Wilson, Larson, & Stone, 1993). For
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example, Westman et al. (2001) found that husbands’ job stress (i.e. perceived
job insecurity) was negatively related to wives’ psychological well-being,
similarly, Barling, Zacharatos, and Hepburn (1999) found that parents’ job
insecurity negatively affected children’s academic performance. Furthermore, job
insecurity may create a sense of reluctance in employees to request that family
needs be taken into consideration by their employer (Lewis & Cooper, 2001).
Family-friendly policies are irrelevant if they are undermined by job insecurity
(Lewis & Cooper, 1999). Family-friendly policies and practices have been a
focus of work-family research, however attention to issues of job security are
equally as important.
A handful of studies have examined the effects of job insecurity on other
work-family outcomes, most of which report negative effects associated with job
insecurity. For example, job insecurity has been found to be negatively related to
marital adjustment, family communication, family problem solving, clarity of
family roles, affective involvement (Larson, Wilson, & Beley, 1994), marital
tension (Hughes & Galinsky, 1994) and marriage and family problems (Wilson,
Larson, & Stone, 1993) and positively related to marital and family satisfaction
(Larson, Wilson, & Beley, 1994). Therefore, based on previous studies it would
make sense to examine job insecurity as an antecedent to work-to-family conflict
and not family-to-work conflict.
Other research found that job stress predicted both work-to-family conflict
and family to work conflict (Bedeian, Burke, & Moffett, 1988; Frone, Russell, &
Cooper, 1992). Additionally, studies have found that work-related stressors can

JOB INSECURITY 23
affect parenting performance (Barling & Macewen, 1992), marital functioning,
and job performance (Barling & Macewen, 1992). Unfortunately, although there
is a great deal of literature examining the effects of work stress from role
overload, work-role ambiguity, and unemployment on work-family outcomes,
very little research has examined the effects of job insecurity on work and family
outcomes. For example, only one study to date has specifically examined job
insecurity in relation to work-family conflict. This was a longitudinal study
conducted by a Dutch team who found that job insecurity in men was a risk factor
for experiencing work-family conflict in the future (Jansen, Kant, Kristenson, &
Nijhuis, 2003). However, a limitation of this study was that job insecurity was
assessed with a single item which simply asked respondents whether they
experience job insecurity: yes or no. Despite this methodological shortcoming,
this study provides support for the assumption that job insecurity negatively
affects work-family conflict.
Although there are a limited number of studies which have examined job
insecurity in relation to work-family issues and work-family conflict, they all
unequivocally agree that there are negative effects of job insecurity on workfamily outcomes. This belief is premised on the idea that stress experienced by
the employee, as a result of perceived job insecurity, is not only detrimental to
the employee’s well-being but also may have negative implications for family
outcomes (Hobfoll, 1989), resulting in work-to-family conflict. The underlying
process which may explain the negative effect that job insecurity has on workfamily outcomes may be described by the stressor-strain framework. In fact,
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studies examining the effects of job insecurity have mainly used a stressor-strain
framework, where job insecurity is defined as the stressor which leads to strain
outcomes (Nolan, Wichert, & Burchell, 2000). Because stressors are expected to
result in strain (Jex & Beehr, 1991; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), within this
fiamework, job insecurity is hypothesized to lead to lower levels of well-being
and increased negative reactions toward the perceived source of stress (Magnus,
Hellgren, & Naswell, 2002).
Work-family research suggests that work and home stressors can spill
over, creating conflict and negative emotional states in both their original setting
and the other setting (i.e., Duxbury & Higgins, 1991; Frone, Yardley, & Markel,
1997; Staines & Pleck, 1984). Although, there is strong empirical evidence
supporting these effects, very little is known about how stressors invoke such
responses. Therefore, I proposed that work stressors such as job insecurity are
likely to generate psychological job strain which can carry over from work to
home resulting in work-to-family conflict. Specifically, that job insecurity
(stressor) will lead to strain which will result in work-to-family conflict.
Therefore, I hypothesized that job strain will play a mediating role in the
relationship between job insecurity and work-to-family conflict.
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CHAPTER V
Job Stress
Definition

Work stress can be defined as, “an aversive or unpleasant emotional and
physiological state resulting from adverse work experiences,” (Judge & Colquitt,
2004, p.396). However, a large discrepancy exists in the way stress is defined and
operationalized. Stress has been broadly applied to medical, behavioral, and
social science research; each with its own perspective using either stimulus-based
stress, response-based stress, or transactional stress as a framework (Spector et
al., 2001). Response-based stress operationalizes stress as a dependent variable,
that is, as a response to threatening stimuli (Spector et al., 2001). This implies
that stress is a psychological, physiological, or behavioral reaction to stressors
(Jex, Beehr, & Roberts, 1992). Stimulus-based stress views stress as an
independent variable that elicits a response from the person. This implies that
stress, “is any outside force on an object (person), and strain is a potentially
harmful effect of the force on that object,” (Jex, Beehr, & Roberts, 1992, p.623).
A major criticism of the two perspectives is that they ignore individual
differences and the underlying perceptual and cognitive processes (Cox, 1990;
Sutherland & Cooper, 1990). The transactional model fills this gap by suggesting
that stress is not found in the person nor the environment, but rather in the
relationship between the person and environment (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).
The transactional model is premised on the belief that, “stress arises when the
demands of particular encounter are appraised by the individual are about to tax
or exceed the resources available, thereby threatening well-being,” (Spector et al.,
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2001, p. 12). According to this definition, no one variable can be defined as stress,
as they are all part of the transaction process, and a variable can at one time be an
independent variable and at another time be a dependent variable (Lazarus &
Folkman, 1984).
The following definitions, founded on the transactional model and Beehr
and colleagues’ terminology (Jex & Beehr, 1991), help to provide a better
understanding of the stress concept. According to the model and terminology,
stress can be defined as a transactional process. Stressors are defined as stimuli
encountered by the individual, whereas strain is defined as the psychological,
physical and/or behavioral response to stress. For example, experiences at work
which give rise to stress are defined as stressors, whereas the effects of stress are
defined as strain (Hart & Cooper, 2001; Kahn & Byosiere, 1992). Lastly,
outcome is defined as the individual and organizational responses to strain. Of
particular interest to this study was work-family conflict as an outcome of strain.
Job Strain

Job strain can be defined as “aversive and potentially harmful
psychological reactions of the individual to stressful work,” (de Croon, Sluiter,
Blonk, Broerson, & Frings-Dresen, 2004, p.443). The literature has identified
three groups of strains: behavioral, physical, and psychological (Jex & Beehr,
1991). Behavioral strains are behavioral responses towards job stressors, for
example drinking on the job or avoiding work. Physical strains are health
responses such as headaches or disease, and psychological strains are affective
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responses such as attitudes (e.g., job dissatisfaction) or emotions (anxiety or
frustration).
The most common strain studied and the one of interest to this study was
psychological strain (Jex & Beehr, 1991; Kahn & Byosiere, 1992), which is
normally assessed through self-reports (Lu, Shu-Fang, Cooper, & Spector, 2000).
Meta-analyses reveal that interpersonal conflict, organizational constraints on
performance, workload, (Spector & Jex, 1998) role ambiguity and role conflict
(Jackson & Schuler, 1985) have all been related to psychological and physical
strain. The most widely studied form of job-related sources of strain examined
are role ambiguity, role conflict and role overload. In particular, a large number
of studies have shown a strong relationship between role ambiguity and
psychological strain (O'Driscoll & Beehr, 1994; Schaubroeck, Cotton, &
Jennings, 1989).
A limitation of the current research is that there has been a focus on role
conflict and ambiguity while focusing much less on other types of stressors
(Parasuraman & Alutto, 1981). Job and organizational elements should also be
considered such as work overload, time pressures, lack of career progression
(Ivancevich & Matteson, 2002) and job insecurity. In fact, Cooper et al. (2001,
p.45) suggests that, “job insecurity may be one of the single most salient sources
of strain for employees.”
A concern of the current strain literature is how job strain is
operationalized. Consensus has not been reached as to how to adequately
measure job strain. In fact, Kahn and Byosiere (1992) identified 43 different

JOB STRESS 28
measures of psychological strain in 100 studies. However, the most common
measures of psychological stress they reported were job dissatisfaction and
tension/anxiety (Spector et al., 2001). Moreover, reviews of the literature suggest
that no matter how job strain is conceptualized it is strongly correlated with
work-related stressors (Jackson & Schuler, 1985; Jex & Beehr, 1991; Kahn &
Byosiere, 1992). For example, a study conducted by the University of Michigan
found that strain, as a result of chronic job insecurity, was positively related to
depression and physical ill-health (Huget, 2006). In this study job strain was
operationalized as psychological well-being or psychological strain.
Overall, research in the stress-strain relationship has mainly occurred in
three forms: (a) certain job characteristics lead to negative outcomes (e.g., role
ambiguity and conflict lead to job dissatisfaction; (b) non-work factors or
individual characteristics have direct effects on stress and strain (e.g. social
support decreases role conflict and depression; Type-A behavior increases role
conflict and anxiety); and (c) moderating effects of non-work and individual
characteristics (e.g., social support moderates relationship between role conflict
and depression) (Tetrick & LaRocco, 1987).
Models of occupational stress propose that the relationship between
stressors and such outcomes (i.e., strain) is moderated by a number of different
factors (demographic characteristics, personality traits, social environment, etc.)
(Jex & Bliese, 1999). Cooper et al. (2001) suggest that moderators are important
in the stressor-strain relationship and can provide insight into the overall stress
process. Interestingly, a meta-analysis conducted by Magnus et al. (2002)
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reported that the strength of correlations between job insecurity and outcomes
varies greatly between studies. This suggests that there may be moderating
factors that influence the relationship between job insecurity and the outcome of
interest.
Of particular interest to this study was the role of moderators in the
relationship between job insecurity and work-family conflict. Research has found
support for the negative effects of job insecurity on work-family conflict (Jansen,
Kant, Kristenson, & Nijhuis, 2003), however an added value to this finding
would be identifying possible moderators of this relationship.
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CHAPTER VI
Moderators of Job Insecurity and Work-Family Conflict
Probst (2004) noted that it is important to distinguish between antecedents
and outcomes of job insecurity from moderators of the relationship between job
insecurity and outcome variables. This allows researchers to identify possible
buffers against the negative outcomes associated with job insecurity. A moderator
can be defined as a variable that, “affects the direction and/or strength of the
relation between an independent and predictor variable and a dependent or
criterion variable,” (Baron & Kenny, 1986, p. 1174).
Accordingly, the literature has found several moderators of the job
insecurity and outcome relationship including occupational status (Dewitte,
1999), type of job insecurity measure (Hartley, Jacobsen, Klandermans, & Van
Vuuren, 1991), gender (Kinnunen & Mauno, 1998), mood dispositions (Roskies
& Louis-Guerin, 1990; Roskies, Louis-Guerin, & Fournier, 1993), perceived
control (Barling & Kelloway, 1996), social support (Lim, 1996), and union
membership (Dekker & Schaufeli, 1995). Additionally, individual disposition has
received some attention in the literature; however the focus has been on
explaining individual differences in the experience of job insecurity (Hartley &
Jacobsen, 1991; Hartley, Jacobsen, Klandermans, & Van Vuuren, 1991) not the
buffering effects of dispositions. Kinnunen, Mauno, Natti and Happonen (2000)
suggest, based on earlier field studies, that the best predictors of job insecurity are
positional factors such as temporary job contracts (Kinnunen & Natti, 1994),
personality factors (Roskies, Louis-Guerin, & Fournier, 1993), and signals of
threat such as organizational change (Ashford, Lee, & Bobko, 1989).
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Moreover, in order to gain a better understanding of the role of
moderators Kinnunen et al. (2000) delineated factors which may affect subjective
job insecurity on three different levels. The first level includes environmental and
organizational conditions, the second level is an employee’s situational
perceptions, and the third level is an employee’s personality perceptions. For this
study, the organizational condition of interest was work-family organizational
culture, the situational perceptions of interest were psychological contracts and
work-role ambiguity, and the personality perception of interest was locus of
control.
O rganizational Perceptions
Work-Family Organizational Culture

Work-family organizational culture can be defined as, “the shared
assumptions, beliefs, and values regarding the extent to which an organization
supports and values the integration of employees’ work and family lives,”
(Thompson, Beauvais, & Lyness, 1999, p.394). An organization’s culture can be
classified as family-friendly (i.e., supportive work-family culture) if it has an
overarching belief structure that is supportive of employees with family
responsibilities and is sensitive to the needs of these employees (Warren &
Johnson, 1995). This value can be reinforced throughout the organization by the
CEO, high-ranking executives and the corporate mission statement.
For this study, work-family culture will be operationalized using Allen’s
(2001) definition. Allen (2001) defines work-family organizational culture as,
“perceptions employees form regarding the extent the organization is family-
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supportive,” (pg. 416) coined as family-supportive organization perceptions
(FSOP). She distinguishes between organization-based perceptions and
perceptions that employees have regarding supervisor support. In her study, she
found that FSOP predicted work-family conflict, job satisfaction, organizational
commitment, and turnover intentions. Additionally, other studies that also
examined the role of work-family organizational culture on work-family
outcomes, generally found positive effects associated with a supportive workfamily culture.
Work-Family Organizational Culture and Work-Family Outcomes. For

example, Thompson et al. (1999) found that perceptions of a positive workfamily culture were significantly and positively related to affective commitment
and utilization of work-family benefits and negatively related to intentions to quit
and work-family conflict. Behson (2002) examined perceived organizational
support and work-family organizational culture as two separate predictors of
work attitudes and work-family conflict. He found that job satisfaction and
commitment were best predicted by perceived organizational support, while
work-to-family conflict was best predicted by work-family culture (Behson,
2002).

A supportive work-family organizational culture can help employees deal
with the burden of managing work and family roles by providing resources that
directly assist them with managing the two roles. Additionally, a supportive
work-family organizational culture may indirectly influence the degree to which
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employees utilize family-friendly policies and benefits that are available in the
organization. Research has found that the culture of the organization determines
whether employees will utilize family-friendly benefits thus predicting attitude
outcomes (Galinksy & Stein, 1990; Hughes & Galinsky, 1994; Lewis & Taylor,
1996; Thompson, Beauvais, & Lyness, 1999; Thompson, Thomas, & Maier,
1992). Moreover, research has found that an unsupportive organizational culture
may undermine the effectiveness of work-family programs (Thompson, Thomas
& Maier, 1992). For example, Starrels (1992, p.261) reviewed workplace family
policy and concluded that “corporate culture may either advance or thwart
development and effectiveness of work-family programs.”
In regards to the moderating role of work-family organizational culture, a
study conducted by Sahibzada, Hammer, Neal and Kuang (2005) found that
perceived work-family organizational culture moderated the relationship between
availability of workplace supports, family type such as multiple caregiving (child
and eldercare) and single (child or elder) caregiving and work roles, and job
satisfaction. The findings indicated that the relationship between workplace
supports and job satisfaction is stronger when work-family culture is perceived as
supportive, regardless of family type.
Although few studies have examined the effects of organizational workfamily culture, the literature agrees that perceptions of a supportive work-family
organizational culture has positive effects on work-family outcomes and can be
effective in reducing work-family conflict (Eby, Casper, Lockwood, Bordeaux, &
Brinley, 2005). Of specific interest to this study was the moderating role work-
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family organizational culture in the relationship between job insecurity and workfamily conflict. Specifically, I hypothesized that employees in a supportive workfamily organizational culture will experience less work-family conflict associated
with job insecurity than employees in a non-supportive work-family
organizational culture. A supportive work-family organizational culture should
mitigate the negative effects of job insecurity on work-family conflict of
employees. Specifically, employees in a family-friendly organization will be less
inclined to feel the negative effects of job insecurity on work-family outcomes
because although they may feel insecure, an organizational culture that supports
their work-family needs will lessen the negative effects of insecurity on workfamily conflict.
The second level of moderators which may serve as buffers between job
insecurity and work-family conflict are employee’s situational perceptions, in this
case role ambiguity and psychological contracts.
Situational Perceptions
Role Am biguity

Role ambiguity can be defined as the extent to which information
regarding the role is not clear or is unavailable (Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, &
Rosenthal, 1964). Ilegen and Hollenbeck (1991) define it as the “level of
uncertainty or lack of clarity surrounding expectations about a single role”
(p. 191). For example, role ambiguity may involve a perceived lack of job-related
information (Breaugh & Colihan, 1994).
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Role ambiguity may stem from both environmental and individual sources
(King & King, 1990). Environmental ambiguity is uncertainty and instability in
the environment which may be due to dramatic shifts in world markets and
technological advances (King & King, 1990). Ambiguity regarding individual
sources may be a result of poor communication from the role sender to the focal
person or the inability of the focal person to read the role-senders signals (Kahn,
Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964). Furthermore, this confusion and
uncertainty may be exacerbated by contradictory messages from role senders
(Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964).
Role ambiguity can be classified into two types: task ambiguity and
socioemotional ambiguity (Kahn et al., 1964). There are three forms of task
ambiguity: ambiguity regarding what is required, ambiguity regarding how
responsibilities are met, and ambiguity regarding role senders. Ambiguity
regarding what is required refers to uncertainty about one’s scope of
responsibilities. Ambiguity regarding how responsibilities are to be met refers to
uncertainty regarding what behaviors are necessary to fulfill the responsibilities.
And ambiguity regarding role senders refers to uncertainty about whose
expectations must be met regarding the role behaviors.
The second type of role ambiguity, socioemotional ambiguity, refers to
role performance. Specifically, it involves ambiguity regarding the consequences
of role behaviors. That is uncertainty regarding the effects of one’s behaviors on
self, others or on the organization (Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal,
1964).
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Several meta-analyses have shown the negative effects of role ambiguity
on both organizations (i.e., employee performance, turnover intentions, job
involvement) and employees (i.e., job dissatisfaction, tension) (Fisher &
Gitelson, 1983; Jackson & Schuler, 1985; Rizzo, House, & Lirtzman, 1970; Van
Sell, Brief, & Schuler, 1981). The reason for the negative effects of role
ambiguity may be attributed to its “inherently noxious state” (Breaugh &
Colihan, 1994, pg. 191). Research has shown that the experience of role
ambiguity depends on individual differences; however the inherent state of
uncertainty associated with ambiguity is stressful across all employees (Kagan,
1972; Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964; Sorrentino & Short,
1986). This may be attributed to the negative effects that role ambiguity has on an
employee’s sense of control. Furthermore, this lack of control may create
perceptions of job insecurity (Ashford, Lee, & Bobko, 1989).
In relation to work-family issues, role ambiguity has been found to be a
significant predictor of work-family conflict (Bedeian, Burke, & Moffett, 1988;
Greenhaus, Parasuraman, Granrose, Rabinowitz, & Beutell, 1989). Specifically,
research has found that the higher the unpredictability in employees work
routines, the higher work-family conflict they report (Fox & Dwyer, 1999).
Furthermore, role ambiguity has been found to have a negative effect on three
dimensions (sexual satisfaction, psychological aggression, and overall marital
satisfaction) of marital functioning (Barling & Macewen, 1992).
Overall, although the research is rather limited, it shows roles with high
ambiguity can have negative consequences on work-family outcomes. With
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regard to the moderating effects of role ambiguity, it was hypothesized that role
ambiguity may exacerbate the negative effects of job insecurity on work-family
outcomes. If an employee is in a position with clearly defined expectations
regarding different aspects of the job, insecurity that is associated with work may
be less threatening to work-family outcomes because they know what their role
entails and as a result are less likely to experience strain. In contrast, if an
employee is in an ambiguous job role, the experience of job insecurity may have
a heightened effect on work-family outcomes because of unclear expectations
and requirements associated with the role thus resulting in more strain.
Psychological Contracts
Definition. Argyris (1960) used the term “psychological work contract” to

explain the relationship between foreman and employees in his observations of a
factory. He described it as the following: “Since the foremen realize the
employees in this system will tend to produce optimally under passive leadership,
and since the employees agree, a relationship may be hypothesized to evolve
between the employees and the foremen which might be called the psychological
work contract. The employee will maintain the high production, low grievances,
etc., if the foremen guarantee and respect the norms of the employee informal
culture (i.e., leave the employees alone, make certain they make adequate wages,
and have secure jobs). This is precisely what the employees need” (Argyris,
1960).
The psychological contract can be defined as employee and employer
expectations over and above the formal contract (Argyris, 1960). Its historical
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roots are embedded in Barnard’s (1938) work on co-operative systems, founded
on the theory of equilibrium, which supports an exchange perspective. The
exchange perspective is premised in the idea that in order for employees to
contribute to the organization, organizational conditions need to be met.
This notion of an exchange relationship used by these authors is based on
models of social psychology, such as inducement-contribution model (March &
Simon, 1958), Homans’ social exchange theory of elementary social forms
(Homans, 1974), and Adam’s equity theory (Adams, 1965), as well as others.
These models are premised on the idea of an exchange relationship between the
employee and employer. In order to determine if there is agreement, the
expectations and obligations of both the employee and employer need to be
considered.
Levinson, Price, Munden, Mandl, and Solley (1962) further developed the
concept in a detailed case-study of a utility company, as an unwritten contract.
They defined the psychological contract as a combination of mutual expectations,
explicit and implicit, between the organization and the employee (Levinson,
Price, Munden, Mandl, & Solley, 1962). Schein proposed that although
psychological contracts are unwritten they have implications in determining
employee behaviour in organizations (1965; 1980). He further elaborated that
psychological contracts have two levels: individual and organizational (Schein,
1965, 1980).
However, a problem associated with this delineation is that it is difficult to
compare expectations at different levels (organizational and individual)
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(Anderson & Schalk, 1998). Additionally, there is ambiguity involved as to
whom or what represents the organization since an organization is not made up of
one set of expectations (Schalk & Freese, 1997). In response, Rousseau (1989)
conceived a new definition of the psychological contract to reflect this
discrepancy.
Rousseau (1989, p. 23) defines the psychological contract as, “an
individual’s beliefs regarding the terms of conditions of a reciprocal exchange
agreement between the focal person and another party.” This definition changes
the focus from the individual and the organization to two parties that are involved
(Rousseau, 1989).
The employee-employer relationship is characterized by a psychological contract
which implies that satisfactory performance by the employee will warrant
continued employment by the employer as long as the employment is available
(Gallagher & McLean Parks, 2001). In return, the employer will anticipate that as
long as the terms of the psychological contract (implicit and explicit) are being
met, the employee will continue their relationship (Gallagher & McLean Parks,
2001 ).
Characteristics o f Psychological Contracts. The defining characteristics

of psychological contracts are as follows: “they are internal cognitions of
individuals formed and held individualistically; they are founded upon perceived
promises; they are held by individuals with respect to the employing organization
in the abstract; they can be transactional or relational in nature,’’(Morrison &
Robinson, 1997, p. 228).
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Psychological contracts are characterized as “schemas shaped by
multilevel factors,” (Rousseau, 2001, p. 525). Psychological contracts occur on
the individual level, in the form of individual beliefs, values, and expectations
(Argyris, 1960) and are based on perceptions of promises of future intent
(Rousseau, 1989). The employees’ beliefs are influenced by organizational and
cultured factors such as pre-employment factors (i.e. values, motives), on-the-job
experience (i.e. socialization practices), and societal context (i.e. norms) (Dabos
& Rousseau, 2004). Psychological contracts are defined by all employees
(Pearce, 1993) and they can vary for different employees within one organization
(Argyris, 1960). However, research has suggested that there are certain outcomes
that are important across all employees; fair pay, safe working conditions, and
job security (Shore & Tetrick, 1994). Secondly, psychological contracts are
dynamic in that they can shift with economic, social, individual and
organizational changes, and accordingly can be continually renegotiated. And
lastly, they are embedded in the context of the relationship, in that employees and
organizations can’t separately create psychological contracts (Schalk & Freese,
1997) and these contracts have a bi-directional influence one another (Pearce,
1993).
This brings us to our next issue, which is how context shapes the
development of the psychological contract. Rousseau (1995) suggests that
psychological contracts are derived from their context in three ways. The first is
through “persuasive communications” from others such as recruiters,
interviewers, co-workers and supervisors. According to Dabos and Rousseau
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(2004) immediate supervisors and senior level managers play a crucial role in
determining an employee’s psychological contract. A manager or supervisor can
enhance or inhibit the effect of the organizational culture on the employee. For
example, research has shown that family-friendly policies are ineffective if not
supported by supervisors (Hughes & Galinksy, 1988). Additionally co-workers
can also influence the development of psychological contracts in that they are an
important source of information for employees. For example, research has found
that employees develop psychological contracts that are similar to co-workers
they perceive as friends and ones that they go to for advice. Secondly, they may
observe their co-workers and supervisors behaviors and how organizations
respond to these behaviors, and use these observations as social cues which can
inform them of their obligations. Third, they can receive direct signals from the
organization such as formal compensation systems and benefits (Lucero & Allen,
1994; Rousseau & Greller, 1994), training (Sims, 1994), performance reviews,
mission statements and organizational literature such as employee handbooks
(McLean Parks & Schmedemann, 1994; Rousseau & Greller, 1994).
Furthermore, an employee’s psychological contract is influenced by the
organizations willingness to develop a long-term or short-term relationship with
the employee (Shore & Tetrick, 1994). In this regard, research has suggested that
organizations use different strategies when determining the amount of resources
they are willing to invest in their employees (Tsui, Pearce, Porter, & Tripoli,
1997).
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Types o f Contracts. Transactional contracts involve an extrinsic exchange

relationship (i.e., wages), narrow duties and are short-term in nature (Rousseau,
1989). Additionally, they are considered unfavourable and characterized by lower
job satisfaction and organizational commitment (Rousseau & McLean Parks,
1993). Relational contracts include both an extrinsic and intrinsic exchange
relationship with a longer time period. They include loyalty (employee and
employer commitments to meet each others needs) in exchange for stability and
growth (Rousseau, 2004).
Relational and transactional contracts have been found to be empirically
distinct (Robinson, Kraatz, & Rousseau, 1994). Transactional contracts have been
positively related to careerism (Rousseau, 1990), lack of trust in employer
(Rousseau & Tijoriwala, 1996), and higher resistance to change, while relational
contracts have been found to have a negative relationship with careerism and a
positive relationship with trust, acceptance of change (Rousseau & Tijoriwala,
1996), job commitment, organizational commitment, and expected job tenure
(Milward & Hopkins, 1998; Rousseau, 1990).
It is important to note that employment status does not dictate the type of
psychological contracts employees hold (Dabos & Rousseau, 2004). For
example, part-time employees can have relational contracts while full-time
employees can have limited commitment to their organization. In order to
determine the type of psychological contract an employee, one must examine
employee’s beliefs (internal) and the information sources (external) they utilize to
interpret their work environment.
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Context o f the Psychological Contract. Changes in the workplace have

implications on the working relationships between employers and employees
(Herriot & Anderson, 1997; Howard, 1995). The old psychological contract
involved the employer acting as a caretaker of the employee (Csoka, 1995;
Ehrlich, 1994; Kissler, 1994; O'Reilly, 1994; Robinson & Rousseau, 1994). If the
employer performed well they were guaranteed a job, received career
development and planning, and were given promotions (Cavanaugh & Noe,
1999). In return, the employee was committed and loyal to the organization.
However, the new psychological contract is being influenced by conflicting
interests; the loss of job security coupled with demands from the employer to be
more flexible, creative and willing to go over and above formal expectations or
contracts of employments (Hartely, Jackson, Klandermans, & Van Vuuren,
1995).
Furthermore, both employers and employees have decreased their
expectations for long-term employment, employees are held accountable for their
own career development and job and organizational commitment has been
replaced by commitment to the work itself (Kissler, 1994; O'Reilly, 1994; Parks
& Kidder, 1994; Stroh, Brett, & Reilly, 1994). Rousseau and Wade-Benzoni
(1995) suggest that transactional contracts are replacing traditional relational
contracts. Traditional relational contracts were characterized by job security,
consistent rewards, training and advancement and long-term company defined
benefits, in exchange for loyalty, commitment, and high performance (Ehrlich,
1994). However, changes in the economy, technology and globalization required
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employers to restructure, downsize and minimize their work force while still
maximizing productivity, commitment and efficiency (Burack, Burack, Miller, &
Morgan, 1994; Hilltrop, 1996). Flexible workforce replaced long-term company
loyalty. However, this ideology is not representative of all companies (Lee,
2001). Even within organizations, one employee may have a transactional
contract while another has a relational contract. The differences vary according to
the strategic role and value of each individual employee (Shore & Tetrick, 1994).
Function o f the Psychological Contract. The importance of psychological

contracts cannot be understated, in that research has suggested that psychological
contracts act a mediator between organizational practices and attitudinal and
behavioural outcomes (Guzzo, Noonan, & Elron, 1994). Psychological contracts
can serve three purposes; reduce insecurity, shape employee behaviour, and give
employees a sense of influence over their working relationships (Anderson &
Schalk, 1998) by giving employees a sense of control or predictability (Ashford,
Lee, & Bobko, 1989). Research shows that a sense of control or predictability is
important in people’s lives (Sutton & Kahn, 1986) and job characteristics which
threaten this control should result in strong reactions such as a insecurity
(Ashford, Lee, & Bobko, 1989).
An employee needs to perceive that their isan equal exchange between
what he or she brings in and what the employer responds with (De Witte &
Naswell, 2003). The fulfilment of psychological contracts has been positively
related to job satisfaction, organizational commitment, organizational citizenship
behaviour (OCBs) and performance and negatively related to intentions to quit
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(Guzzo, Noonan, & Elron, 1994; Robinson, 1996; Robinson & Morrison, 2000;
Robinson & Rousseau, 1994; Tumley & Feldman, 1999).
However, if the exchange is perceived as unequal, the employee will
respond to the breach by restoring imbalance either by decreasing organizational
commitment and/or job satisfaction (De Witte & Naswell, 2003). Morrison and
Robinson define breach as, “the cognition that one’s organization has failed to
meet one or more obligations within one’s psychological contract in a manner
commensurate with one’s contributions... perceived breach represents a
cognitive assessment of contract fulfilment that is based on an employee’s
perception of what each party has promised and provided to each other,” (1997,
p. 230). An employee examines their obligations toward the organization and the
organization’s obligations towards them, and as a result adjust their behaviour
accordingly (Anderson & Schalk, 1998). If a psychological contract is violated,
the employment relationship can quickly erode (Robinson, Kraatz, & Rousseau,
1994). If the psychological contract is not met, the employee will react with a
strong emotional response (Morrison & Robinson, 1997). Violation involves
deep, negative emotional responses to breach (Raja, Johns, & Ntalianis, 2004).
For example, this breach may result in a decrease in trust in their employers,
lower job satisfaction, anger, frustration, reduced employee commitment, and
increased turnover intentions (Robinson & Rousseau, 1994; Rousseau & McLean
Parks, 1993). Moreover, the employee’s sense of obligation may be profoundly
affected by the violation (Robinson, Kraatz, & Rousseau, 1994).
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Furthermore, if a promise of job security is included in a psychological
contract this will affect how an employee responds to the organization (McLean
Parks & Schmedemann, 1994). The most cited theory as to why job insecurity is
associated with negative effects such as decreased loyalty and work effort
(McKendall & Margulis, 1995; Roskies & Louis-Guerin, 1990) is the
psychological contract theory (King, 2000).
Lastly, employees with transactional contracts are less likely to believe
that their employers are obligated to provide job security, career development
opportunities, and skill development (Dabos & Rousseau, 2004). Transactional
contract holders do not expect a long-term relationship and are less
psychologically involved in the organization, which may result in a weaker link
between attitudes and behaviors. In contrast, relational contract holders require
security, career prospects and training and development (Baruch & Hind, 1999).
Therefore, I hypothesized that the relationship between job insecurity and workto-family conflict will be stronger for employees with relational contracts than
employees with transactional contracts.
Individual Perceptions
Locus o f Control

Locus of control is the most widely studied personality control related
variable (Spector et al., 2002) and reflects the employees’ beliefs about whether
control resides in them or outside sources such as luck, fate, or powerful others
(Spector, Sanchez, Siu, Salgado, & Ma, 2004). The construct of locus of control
was first derived from social learning theory (Rotter, 1954). According to social
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learning theory, “a reinforcement strengthens the expectancy that a particular
behaviour or event will be associated with that reinforcement,” (Muhonen &
Torkelson, 2004, p .22). Rotter (1966) asserted that individuals make choices
based on these kinds of beliefs or expectancies.
Spector and O’Connell (1994) define locus of control, “as a personality
variable that concerns people’s generalized expectancies that they can or cannot
control reinforcements in their lives,” (p. 2). If a person has expectancies that
they can control reinforcements, they are considered to have internal locus of
control. In contrast, if an individual has expectancies that outside forces or luck
control reinforcements they are considered to have external locus of control.
Spector (1988) has been interested in control related specifically to the job
domain, which is referred to work locus of control. Work locus of control is a
control-related personality variable linked to job strain, (Carnegie, Lefcourt,
Holmes, Ware, & Saleh, 1986; Spector et al., 2002). It is important to point out
that when discussing work locus of control one needs to differentiate between
autonomy and locus of control. Autonomy is concerned with the level of control
over how, when, and where employees do their work, whereas work locus of
control is a personality variable that reflects the employees’ beliefs about whether
control resides in them or outside sources such as luck, fate, or powerful others
(Spector, Sanchez, Siu, Salgado, & Ma, 2004). It is not dependent on
environmental or personal factors such as skill set or available options.
Spector (1988) has developed a Work Locus of Control Scale, which has
been widely used across cultures, to assess work-related locus of control.
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Spector’s Work Locus of Control Scale has been shown to have strong
correlations with Rotter’s (1966) general locus of control scale (Blau, 1993;
Cvetanovski & Jex, 1994; Spector, 1988). The reason for the strong correlations
may be that general control beliefs and control beliefs about work are
interdependent (Parkes, 1994). However, although their are strong correlations
between general control beliefs and work locus of control, work locus of control
is a better predictor of work behaviour than general locus of control (Blau, 1993;
Orpen, 1992). Additionally, since this study was specifically interested in
examining insecurity on the job and work-to-family conflict, the work locus of
control scale was more suited to predicting work-related outcomes rather than
general outcomes. Furthermore, Hui (1982) in his review of cross-cultural
literature suggest that control should be measured with a specific measure rather
than a general measure. This notion has also been supported by other researchers
who recommend using situation-specific locus of control measures (Lefcourt,
1982; Strickland, 1977), because of their finer level of predictability.
Locus o f Control and Stress. Empirical literature suggests that locus of

control is negatively correlated with job stressors and strains (e.g.Hendrix, 1989;
Newton & Keenan, 1990; Robinson & Skarie, 1986; Spector, 1982,, 1988).
Spector’s (1986) meta-analysis reported a significant relationship between
perceived control and job stressors (role conflict and role ambiguity) and job
strains (job satisfaction, symptoms, and emotional distress). Additionally,
theoretical literature suggests that individuals with external locus of control will
find the work environment to be more stressful and threatening (Payne, 1988;

MODERATORS 49
Robinson & Skarie, 1986), whereas, individuals with internal locus of control
will have lower negative emotional responses and experience less strain (Spector,
2002).

In a review of control literature, Ganster and Fusilier (1989) concluded
that control was a crucial factor in well-being. For example, a study by
Cvertanovski and Jex (1994) found that unemployed individuals with internal
locus of control had higher life satisfaction and reported better physical and
psychological health than individuals with external locus of control. In fact,
research conducted both in the US and internationally has found a significant
relationship between work locus of control and well-being at work (Sadri,
Marcoulides, Cooper, & Kirkcaldy, 1996; Siu & Cooper, 1998; Spector, 1988;
Spector & O'Connel, 1994) Furthermore, the literature on work stress and life
stress suggests that internal locus of control has a more positive effect on well
being than external locus of control (Noor, 2002). Additionally, the effects of
stressors on well-being are less salient for individuals with internal locus of
control (Daniels & Guppy, 1994; Lu, Shu-Fang, Cooper, & Spector, 2000).
A M odel f o r Understanding the Effects o f Locus o f Control. Frese (1989)

developed a theoretical model of control and health which provides a framework
for understanding control. He identifies three possible pathways through which
control can influence the relationship between stress and well-being. The first is
the direct-effect pathway where both stress and control directly influence well
being. In the direct-effect pathway, well-being is directly affected by stress and
control. The second is the moderator-effect pathway where control moderates the
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relationship between stress and well-being. In moderator-effect pathway, the
relationship between stress and well-being is dependent on the level of the
moderator. And lastly, there is the mediation-effect pathway where perceptions of
stress mediate the relationship between control and well-being. In the mediationeffect pathway, the relationship between control and well-being is possible only
if there is a mediator between them. The literature has examined the direct as well
as the moderating effects of work locus of control.
In regards to the direct effects, external work locus of control has been
shown to be negatively related to job satisfaction and well-being (Siu, Spector,
Cooper, Lu, & Yu, 2002), while internal work locus of control is positively
related to job satisfaction, and psychological well-being (Lu, Shiau, & Cooper,
1997), and negatively related to stress at work (Lu, Shu-Fang, Cooper, & Spector,
2000; Orpen, 1992) and turnover intentions (Lu, Shu-Fang, Cooper, & Spector,
2000). Moreover, research has found that individuals with higher perceived
control reported decreased levels of role overload and interference, which are
antecedents of work-family conflict, compared to individuals with low perceived
control (Duxbury, Higgins, & Lee, 1994). Since role overload and interference
are antecedents of work-family conflict, individuals with higher perceived control
should exhibit lower levels of work-family conflict.
Furthermore, internal work locus of control has been found to be
positively related to organizational outcomes such as motivation, job
performance, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and perception of
organizational climate (Blau, 1993; Fumham & Drakeley, 1993; Lu, Shu-Fang,
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Cooper, & Spector, 2000; Orpen, 1992). Additionally, work locus of control has
been used in predicting unemployment (Cvetanovski & Jex, 1994) and selection
interviews (Silvester, Anderson-Gough, Anderson, & Mohamed, 2002).
M oderating Role o f Locus o f Control. The moderating role of work locus

of control stems from Karasek’s (1979) demands-control stress model, which
hypothesizes that control at work buffers the effects of job stressors on well
being. The model includes two important factors: job control and job demands
(i.e. job stressors related to work). According to the model, individuals with low
control and high demands will experience stress, whereas individuals with high
control and high demands see these demands as challenges rather than stressors
(Spector, 2002). Research has shown support for the moderating role of locus of
control on the relationship between stress and mental health (Parkes, 1994;
Wheaton, 1983). In fact, research suggests that locus of control is the most
consistent and strongest personality moderator of the stressor-strain relationship
(Cohen & Edwards, 1989).
Furthermore, studies in Sweden and Hong Kong found that work locus of
control moderated the stress-health relationship (Muhonen & Torkelson, 2004)
and also the stress and strain relationship. Specifically, a negative relationship
was found between stress and job satisfaction for individuals who held external
control beliefs (Siu & Cooper, 1998). Sense of control has also been found to
moderate the relationship between stress and burnout (Etzion & Westman, 1994).
Moreover, perceived control has been found to moderate the relationship between
physical health (somatic symptoms and blood pressure) and job insecurity in that
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job insecurity was found to be significantly related to physical health when
perceived workplace control was low, and unrelated when workplace control was
high (Barling & Kelloway, 1996). And lastly, a study conducted by Noor (2002)
found that work locus of control has a moderating effect on the relationship
betwen work-family conflict and job satisfaction.
As the literature shows, there is a general consensus about the moderating
role of work locus of control in a wide number of stressor-strain relationships, as
well as the direct effects on work attitudes and behaviors. However, none of the
studies have explicitly looked at the role of work locus of control on the
relationship between job insecurity (stressor) and work-family conflict. Based on
the literature, it was hypothesized that the relationship between job insecurity and
work-family conflict is stronger for employees with an internal locus of control
than employees with an external work locus of control.
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CHAPTER VII
Study Hypotheses
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between job
insecurity, job strain, and organizational perceptions, situational perceptions, and
individual perceptions and work-family conflict for employees. Specifically, the
goal was to determine whether job strain mediates the relationship between job
insecurity and work-family conflict, as well as examining organizational,
situational, and individual moderators of this direct relationship.
The literature has shown ample evidence for the negative effects of job
insecurity on employee well-being and attitudes (Catalano et al., 1986; Dekker
& Shaufeli, 1995; Ferrie, 2001; Ferrie et al., 2001; Joelson & Wahlquist, 1987;
Kivimaki et al., 2000; Kuhnert et al., 1989; Probst, 1999; Probst & Brubaker,
2001). Additionally, one study has found support for the direct effects of job
insecurity on work-family conflict of Dutch employees (Jansen, Kant,
Kristenson, & Nijhuis, 2003). Therefore, I hypothesized that job insecurity has
negative effects on work-to-family conflict.
H ypothesis 1: Job insecurity has a p o sitive relationship with work-tofa m ily conflict f o r employees.

Studies examining the effects of job insecurity have mainly occurred in a
stressor-strain framework, where job insecurity is defined as the stressor which
leads to strain outcomes (Nolan, Wichert, & Burchell, 2000). Because stressors
are expected to result in strain (Jex & Beehr, 1991; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984),
job insecurity should lead to lower levels of well-being and increased negative
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reactions toward the perceived source of stress (Magnus, Hellgren, & Naswell,
2002). Therefore, I proposed that work stressors such as job insecurity are likely
to generate psychological job strain which can carry over from work to home
resulting in work-to-family conflict.
H ypothesis 2: Job strain w ill m ediate the relationship between jo b
insecurity and work-to-family conflict o f employees.

Furthermore, the model of occupational stress proposes that the
relationship between stressors and such outcomes (i.e., strain) are moderated by a
number of different factors (e.g., demographic characteristics, personality traits,
social environment) (Jex & Bliese, 1999). Cooper et al. (2001) suggest that
moderators are important in the stressor-strain relationship and can provide
insight into the overall stress process. Therefore, I proposed that organizational,
situational, and individual perceptions will moderate the relationship between job
insecurity and work-to-family conflict.
Although there are a limited number of studies which have examined the
effects perceptions of organizational work-family culture, the organizational
moderator of interest, the literature agrees that a supportive work-family
organizational culture has positive effects on work-family outcomes and can be
effective in reducing work-family conflict (Eby et al., 2005). Therefore, I
proposed that perceptions of a supportive work-family organizational culture can
serve as a potential buffer against the negative effects of job insecurity on workto-family conflict
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H ypothesis 3: The relationship between jo b insecurity and j o b strain w ill
depend on perceptions o f work-family organizational culture such that the
relationship w ill be more po sitive f o r employees with an unsupportive
work-fam ily organizational culture than employees with a supportive
work-fam ily organizational culture.
H ypothesis 4: The relationship between jo b strain and work-to-family
conflict w ill depend on perceptions o f work-family organizational culture
such that the relationship w ill be m ore positive fo r em ployees with an
unsupportive work-family organizational culture than em ployees with a
supportive work-fam ily organizational culture.
H ypothesis 5: The relationship between jo b insecurity and work to fam ily
conflict w ill depend on perceptions o f work-family organizational culture
such that the relationship w ill be m ore p o sitive fo r em ployees with an
unsupportive work-family organizational culture than em ployees with a
supportive work-fam ily organizational culture (see Figure 6).
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Figure 6. Hypothesized relationship between job insecurity and work-to-family conflict for unsupportive
and supportive work-family organizational culture.
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One of the situational moderators of interest, role ambiguity, has been
found to be a significant predictor of work-family conflict (Bedeian, Burke, &
Moffett, 1988; Greenhaus, Parasuraman, Granrose, Rabinowitz, & Beutell, 1989).
Specifically, research has found that the higher the unpredictability in employees’
work routines the higher work-family conflict they report (Fox & Dwyer, 1999).
Therefore, I proposed that role ambiguity will influence the relationship between
job insecurity and work-to-family conflict.
H ypothesis 6: The relationship between jo b insecurity and j o b strain w ill
depend on work-role am biguity such that the relationship w ill be more
po sitive f o r em ployees with high role ambiguity than em ployees with low
role ambiguity.
H ypothesis 7: The relationship between jo b strain and work-to-family
conflict w ill depend on work-role ambiguity such that the relationship w ill
be m ore p o sitive f o r em ployees with high role ambiguity than em ployees
with low role ambiguity.
H ypothesis 8: The relationship between jo b insecurity and work to fam ily
conflict w ill depend on work-role ambiguity such that the relationship w ill
be m ore p o sitive f o r em ployees with high role ambiguity than em ployees
with low role am biguity (see Figure 7).
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Figure 7. Hypothesized relationship between job insecurity and work to family conflict for high and
low role ambiguity.
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The second situational moderator of interest is psychological contracts;
relational and transactional. Transactional contract holders do not expect a long
term relationship and are less psychologically involved in the organization, which
may result in a weaker link between attitudes and behaviors. In contrast,
relational contract holders require security, career prospects and training and
development (Baruch & Hind, 1999). Therefore, I hypothesized that the
relationship between job insecurity and work-to-family conflict will be stronger
for employees with relational contracts than employees with transactional
contracts.
H ypothesis 9: The relationship between jo b insecurity and jo b strain w ill
depend on relational psych ological contracts such that the relationship
w ill be m ore p o sitive f o r em ployees with high relational psychological
contracts than em ployees with low relational psychological contracts.
H ypothesis 10: The relationship between jo b strain and work-to-family
conflict w ill depend on relational psych ological contracts such that the
relationship w ill be more p o sitive f o r employees with high relational
psych ological contracts than em ployees with low relational psych ological
contracts.
H ypothesis 11: The relationship between jo b insecurity and work-tofam ily conflict w ill depend on relational psychological contracts such
that the relationship w ill be more p o sitive f o r employees with high
relational psych ological contracts than employees with low relational
psych ological contracts (see Figure 8).
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Hypothesis 12: The relationship between jo b insecurity and j o b strain w ill
depend on transactional psych ological contracts such that the
relationship w ill be more p ositive fo r em ployees with low transactional
psychological contracts than em ployees with high transactional
psych ological contracts.
H ypothesis 13: The relationship between j o b strain and work-to-family
conflict w ill depend on transactional psychological contracts such that the
relationship w ill be more p o sitive f o r em ployees with low transactional
psych ological contracts than em ployees with high transactional
psychological contracts.
H ypothesis 14: The relationship between jo b insecurity and work-tofam ily conflict w ill depend on transactional psychological contracts such
that the relationship w ill be m ore p o sitive f o r employees with low
transactional psych ological contracts than employees with high
transactional relational psych ological contracts (see Figure 9).
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Figure 8. Hypothesized relationship between job insecurity and work to family conflict for high and
low relational psychological contracts.
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Figure 9. Hypothesized relationship between job insecurity and work to family conflict for high and low
transactional psychological contracts.
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The individual moderator of interest, work locus of control, has been
shown as the most consistent and strongest personality moderator of the stressorstrain relationship (Cohen & Edwards, 1989). Furthermore, research has shown
support for the moderating role of locus of control on the relationship between
stress and mental health (Parkes, 1994; Wheaton, 1983). As the literature shows,
there is a general consensus for the moderating role of work locus of control in a
wide number of stressor-strain relationships, as well as the direct effects on work
attitudes and behaviors. Therefore, I proposed that the strength and direction of
the relationship between job insecurity and work-to-family conflict will differ
depending on the type of work locus of control.
H ypothesis 15: The relationship between jo b insecurity and jo b strain w ill
depend on work locus o f control such that the relationship w ill be more
positive f o r em ployees with an external w ork locus o f control than an
internal work locus o f control.
H ypothesis 16: The relationship between jo b strain and work-to-family
conflict w ill depend on w ork locus o f control such that the relationship
w ill be more p ositive f o r em ployees with an external w ork locus o f
control than an internal w ork locus o f control.
H ypothesis 17: The relationship between jo b insecurity and work-tofam ily conflict w ill depend on work locus o f control such that the
relationship w ill be more p o sitive f o r employees with an external work
locus o f control than an internal work locus o f control (see Figure 10).
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Figure 10: Hypothesized relationship between job insecurity and work-to-family conflict for internal and
external locus of control.
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CHAPTER VIII
Method
Sample and Procedure

A power analysis was conducted for the present study to determine the
appropriate sample size for the analyses. Cohen (1988,1992) suggests that
regression effect sizes around f2of .02, .15 and .35 signify small, medium, and
large effect sizes, respectively. This translates to R2 of .02 (small), .13 (medium),
and .26 (large effects) (Howell, 2002). For this study a small to medium effect
size was anticipated (f2 = .15). This effect size was based on past literature which
has found medium effect sizes for locus of control, role ambiguity and workfamily organizational culture (Allen, 2001; Fried, Ben-David, Tiegs, Avital, &
Yevereyachyahu, 1998; Noor, 2002; Rodriguez, Bravo, Peiro, & Schaufeli,
2001). Cohen (1992) recommends that experiments should strive to achieve a
power of about 80%. A power analysis based on Cohen’s (1988) formula for
hierarchical analysis (see Appendix A) revealed that in order to obtain an effect
size of .15 for a regression with a power level of .80, 224 participants would be
required for the study.
For the present study, the following sampling criteria were applied: (a)
the respondent works full-time (35 hours or more a week); (b) they have one or
more children aged 18 years or younger living at home at least three days a week
and/or (c) they were married or living with partner and/or (c) they provided
assistance to an elderly parent or in-law for at least 3 hours a week. It should be
noted that employees with family responsibilities is a stringent criterion in that it
excludes many individuals from participating in the study. However, I was
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specifically seeking a sample with this unique characteristic because I was
interested in studying participants who, by definition, are workers with family
responsibilities. In order to meet the total sample size, the criterion of working a
minimum of 35 hours per week was decreased to 20 hours per week for the third
sample (students). This was appropriate in that the stress associated with working
20 hours a week and attending school is likely to be comparable to working 35
hours a week.
The initial target sample for the study was Spanish temporary employees
in Northern and Southern Spain. The high level of difficulty involved in
recruiting temporary employees in a different cultural context was an unexpected
challenge. Even after numerous attempts, I was unsuccessful in recruiting a
sufficient number of participants for the study. As a result, the target sample was
changed to permanent employees in the United States. The sample was obtained
from three sources: automotive organization (sample 1); friends and family
(sample 2); students (sample 3).
Sample 1

Data were collected through voluntary participation of employees in a
large automotive organization in Southern California. Participation was solicited
on-site during voluntary open-enrollment health benefits meetings for employees.
Participants worked in various parts of the organization including sales,
administration, parts, and services. I distributed paper-and-pencil surveys at
open-enrollment meetings in five different company locations. I asked employees
in person at the conclusion of the voluntary meetings whether they would like to
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participate in the study. It took approximately 20-25 minutes to fill out the
survey. As an incentive to participate, employees were offered the opportunity to
be enrolled in a $200 lottery. Employees who agreed to participate signed the
informed consent (see Appendix B), completed the survey on site, turned in the
survey to the researcher. Then if they choose to do so they could have their name
and phone number enrolled in a lottery. A total of approximately 175 employees
attended the open-enrollment meeting, of which 61 participated in the study
resulting in a response rate of 35%. Ten of the participants were eliminated
because of missing data.
Sample 2

The second means of data collection used snowball sampling. "Snowball
sampling (also called network, chain referral, or reputational sampling) is a
method for identifying and sampling (or selecting) the cases in a network. It is
based on an analogy to a snowball, which begins small but becomes larger as it is
rolled on wet snow and picks up additional snow. Snowball sampling is a
multistage technique. It begins with one or a few people or cases and spreads out
on the basis of links to the initial cases." (Neuman, 1997, p. 41). Specifically, in
this study friends and family members received an email to participate in the
study and were requested to forward the link of the online survey to 5 of their
acquaintances. The introductory email included a brief description of the study
and provided a direct link to the web survey. Participants who clicked on the link
were taken directly to the web-based survey and the formal cover letter which
served as the homepage of the survey (Appendix C). In order to participate in the
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web-based version of the survey, the participants clicked on a button reading, “I
would like to participate.” It took approximately 20-25 minutes to fill out the
survey. Participants had the choice whether or not they want to fill out the survey.
Their participation was completely voluntary. As an incentive to participate, they
were offered the opportunity to be enrolled in a $200 lottery. If they choose to
participate, they accessed and completed the survey via web. If they requested,
hard copies of the survey along with a sealed envelope were also distributed to
participants. Three weeks after the initial recruitment email, reminder emails
were sent out.
The survey was first emailed to 40 friends and family who then were
asked to forward it to 5 of their acquaintances. I estimated based on feedback
from the initial pool that all 40 friends and family forwarded the survey to at least
5 people, half of them forwarded it to at least 10 people and two of them
forwarded it to approximately 40 people. Therefore, based on those numbers it
was estimated that approximately 420 people received the link to the online
survey. However, in the initial pool of 40 friends and family, it was unclear how
many of their acquaintances forwarded the survey to others. Based on a
conservative guess, it is estimated that of the 420 people who received the survey,
20 (5%) of them may have forwarded it to 5 of their acquaintances. Therefore, a
total of approximately 520 may have received the link to the online survey of
which 115 completed the survey, resulting in a response rate of 22%.
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Sample 3

The third means of data collection involved recruiting participants from
undergraduate psychology classes and MBA classes. I introduced the study and
the requirements of the study in class. Depending on the professors’ preferences,
the students either completed the paper-and-pencil survey in class or took the
survey with them and returned it the next class period. As an incentive to
participate, they were offered the opportunity to be enrolled in a $200 lottery and
possibly receive extra credit. Whether extra credit was offered and the amount of
extra credit was up to the discretion of the professors. Students who agreed to
participate signed the informed consent (see Appendix B), completed the survey,
turned in the survey to the researcher, and then if they choose so, had their name
and phone number enrolled in the lottery and extra credit. A total of 11
undergraduate classes were visited with a total of 587 students enrolled in the
classes. Two MBA classes were visited with a total of 75 students enrolled in the
classes. The overall response was 103 surveys resulting ini 6% response rate.
Five of the respondents were eliminated because of missing data.
Sample Characteristics

Sample 1 consisted of 18 women and 33 men with an average age of 35
years. The majority (70%) of participants in the sample were married or living
with a partner of which, almost half (49%) of participants had one or more
children, and 32% had elder care responsibilities. Participants reported working
an average of 50 hours per week with an average tenure of approximately 8 years.
Additionally, almost half (49%) of the participants held a college degree. The
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average combined family income for this group was $63,626. The total n for the
sample was 51.
Sample 2 consisted of 35% men and 64% women with an average age of
37 years. The large majority (95%) of participants in the sample were married or
living with a partner of which, almost half (43%) of participants had one or more
children, and 13% had elder care responsibilities. Participants reported working
an average of 42 hours per week with an average tenure of approximately 6 years.
Additionally, almost half (49%) of the participants held a graduate degree. The
average combined family income for this group was $132,954. In this group, 12%
of participants worked in education, 3.5% in manufacturing, 23.5% in health,
9.6% in finance, 1.7% in automotive, 10.4% in high-tech, and 38.3% in other.
The total n for the sample was 113.
Sample 3 consisted of 43% men and 57% women with an average age of
28 years. The large majority (84%) of participants in the sample were married or
living with a partner of which, less than half (32%) of participants had one or
more children, and 8% had elder care responsibilities. Participants reported
working an average of 31 hours per week with an average tenure of
approximately 3 years. Additionally, over half (59%) of the participants held a
college degree. The average combined family income for this group was
$48,100. In this group, 12% of participants worked in education, 4% in
manufacturing, 13% in health, 7% in finance, 3% in high-tech, and 59% in other.
The average income for this group was $48,100. The total n for the sample was
98.
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Measures
Work-Family Conflict

Work-family conflict was assessed using the Kopelman, Greenhaus, and
Connolly (1983) scale which consists of three dimensions each made up of eight
items: work conflict, family conflict, and work and family interrole conflict
dimensions (see Appendix D). Work conflict measures conflict at work, family
conflict measures conflict at home, and the interrole conflict measures work
conflicting with family. This study used the 8-item interrole conflict dimension to
measure spillover from work to family (alpha = .85). A sample item is, “my work
schedule often conflicts with my family life,” (survey items 1-16). The responses
were coded on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = totally disagree to 5 =
strongly agree. Higher scores indicated higher levels of work-family conflict.
Job Insecurity

Job insecurity was measured using the Probst (2003) nine-item measure
(alpha = .93) (see Appendix D). Respondents were asked about the future of their
job in the organization (i.e. certain, stable) (survey items 80-88). The responses
were measured on a three-point scale ranging from 0 = no, 1 = ? and 3 = yes.
Previous research has shown support for this type of format as easy to
comprehend and to discriminate between categories (Roznowski, 1989; Smith,
Kendall, & Hulin, 1969). All positive items (i.e., yes to a positive-worded item or
no to a negatively worded item) are scored 3. All negative responses (i.e., no to a
positively worded item or yes to a negatively worded item) were scored 0. All
question mark responses are scored 1. Positive worded items included sure,
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stable, my job is almost guaranteed, and can depend on being here. Negative
worded items included unpredictable, up in the air, unstable and unknown.
Higher scores equal higher job security.
P sychological Strain

Psychological strain was measured using the 13-item Caplan, Cobb,
French, Harrison and Pinneau scale (1980) (alpha = .87) (see Appendix D). The
scale asked respondents to indicate how they feel (i.e. sad, nervous, jittery)
(survey items 63-75). Responses were measured on a 4-point scale ranging from
1 = never or a little to 4 = most of the time. Higher scores indicate higher
psychological strain.
Work-Family Organizational Culture

Work-family organizational culture was examined using the 14-item
Allen (2001) family supportive organization perceptions scale (alpha = .75) (see
Appendix D). A sample item is, “Offering employees flexibility in completing
their work is viewed as a strategic way of doing business,” (survey items 49-62).
Responses were measured on a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 =
strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. High scores indicated a supportive workfamily culture, whereas lower scores indicated an unsupportive work-family
culture; negatively worded items were reverse coded.
Role Am biguity

Role ambiguity was measured with the 16-item role ambiguity measure of
House, Shuler, and Levanoni (1983) which is based on the Rizzo, House and
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Lir-t/m an (1970) scale (alpha = .91) (see Appendix D). There has been some
criticism of the content validity, wording bias, and factor structure of the Rizzo,
House and Lirtzman (1970) scale. However, a great deal of literature has
supported the reliability and validity of the measure (Cook, Hepworth, Wall, &
Warr, 1981; House, Shuler, & Levanoni, 1983). For example, Kelloway and
Barling (1990) conducted a confirmatory factor analysis on the scale which
shows support for the construct validity of the scale. Furthermore, House,
Schuler, and Levanoni (1983) responded to the criticism of wording bias, by
constructing a new set of items to balance the positive and negative wording and
attributions to self. An example item is, “I often have unclear orders from my
boss,” (survey items 17-32). Responses were coded on a 5-point scale with
anchors ranging from 1 = strongly agree to 5 = strongly disagree.
Work Locus o f Control

Spector’s (1988) Work Locus of Control Scale (WLCS) is made up of 16
items (alpha = .82) which assess employee beliefs regarding work control in
general (see Appendix D). Eight of the items reflect an internal locus of control
(for example, “Promotions are given to employees who perform well on the
job”), while the other eight items reflect an external locus of control (for
example, “Getting the job you want is mostly a matter of luck”). All of the items
were coded on a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 =
strongly agree. High scores indicated an external locus of control, while low
scores indicated an internal locus of control (survey items 33-48).
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P sychological Contracts

Psychological contracts were measured using the 18-item Raja et al.
(2004) (see Appendix D). The Raja et al. (2004) scale was based on Milward and
Hopkins (1998) Psychological Contract Inventory (PCI). Nine of the items (alpha
=.90) represent a relational psychological contract (for example, “I expect to
grow in this organization”), while the other eight items (alpha = .80) represent a
transactional psychological contract (for example, “I only carry out what is
necessary to get the job done.”). All of the items were coded on a Likert-type
scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree (survey items 89106).
Dem ographics

Income, age, number of hours worked (in hours), and number of children
were controlled for because of their potential relationship with work-family
conflict (see Appendix D) (survey items 107-121). Income has been found to be
negatively related to managing work and family roles (Neal, Chapman, IngersollDayton, & Emlen, 1993). Previous research has that number of children and
number of hours worked is positively related to work-family conflict (Gutek,
Searle, & Klepa, 1991; Kinnunen & Mauno, 1998). For example, Hammer et al.
(1997) found the number of children an employee had was positively related to
work-family conflict. Additionally, a study by Major, Klein and Ehrhart (2002)
found that number of hours spent in paid work was directly and positively related
to work-family conflict and indirectly positively related to psychogical distress.
Gender was not used as a control variable because research has been inconsistent
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on the relationship between gender and work-family conflict (e.g. Greenhaus &
Parasuraman, 1989).
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Pre-Analyses

A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to determine whether there
were differences on the outcome variables, work-to-family conflict, according to
sample. The independent variable, sample, had three levels: automotive, online,
and students. The dependent variable was work-to-family conflict. The ANOVA
was significant, F (2, 261) = 3.05, p - .05. Differences in the samples accounted
for 2% (partial i f = .02) of the variance in work-to-family conflict. Follow-up
tests were conducted to evaluate pairwise differences among the means. Thus
Dunnett’s C test was used to evaluate the differences among the samples because
it is a more prudent post-hoc test over the Tukey to test the pairwise differences
among the means. There were significant differences in the means between the
online sample (M = 2.99, SD = .81) and the student sample (M= 3.27, SD = .71),
but no significant differences between the automotive sample and the other two
samples (online and students). The online sample reported a lower level of workto-family conflict than the student sample.
Additionally, ANOVAs were conducted to determine whether there were
differences on demographics according to sample. Differences were found for
age, education, number of hours worked, and income. Specifically, the ANOVA
for age was F (2, 259) = 26.0, p = .00. Differences in the samples accounted for
2% (partial rf = .02) of the variance in age. Follow-up tests were conducted to
evaluate pairwise differences among the means. There were significant
differences in the means between the automotive sample (M = 35, SD = 10.3) and
the student samples (M = 28, SD = 7.8). There were also significant differences
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between the online sample ( M - 37, SD = 8.8) and the student samples (M = 28,
SD - 7.8). The automotive sample and the online sample reported higher age

levels than the student sample. There were no significant differences in age
between the automotive sample and the online sample.
The ANOVA for education was significant, F (2, 259) = 46.1, p < .05.
Differences in the samples accounted for 3% (partial rf = .03) of the variance in
education. Follow-up tests were conducted to evaluate pairwise differences
among the means. There were significant differences in the means between the
automotive sample (M= 2.5, SD = .61) and the online sample (M= 3.4, SD =
.70). The automotive sample reported lower levels of education than the online
sample. There were significant differences in the means between the student
sample (M = 2.7, SD = .55) and the online sample (M= 3.4, SD = .70). The
student sample reported lower levels of education than the online sample. There
were no significant differences between the automotive sample and the student
sample.
The ANOVA for number of hours worked was significant, F (2, 255) =
75.9, p < .05. Differences in sample accounted for 4% (partial rf = .04) of the
variance in number of hours worked. Follow-up tests were conducted to evaluate
pairwise differences among the means. There were significant differences in the
means between the automotive sample (M = 46, SD = 7.2) and the online (.M =
42, SD = 7.1) and student sample (M = 31, SD = 8.7). The automotive group
reported a higher number of hours worked per week. There were also significant
differences in the means between the online sample (M = 42, SD = 7.1) and
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student sample (M = 31, SD = 8.7). The online sample reported a higher number
of hours worked per week than the student sample.
The ANOVA for combined family income was significant, F (2, 233) =
60.5, p < .05. Differences in sample accounted for 3% (partial rf = .03) of the
variance in income. Follow-up tests were conducted to evaluate pairwise
differences among the means. There were significant differences in the means
between the online sample (M= 132,594, SD = 74,889) and the automotive (M =
63,626, SD - 42,881) and student sample ( M —48,100, SD = 26,139). The online
group reported a higher level of income than the automotive and online sample.
There were no significant differences between the automotive sample and the
student sample on income.
The ANOVA for job strain was significant, F (2,264) = 3.79, p < .05.
Differences in sample accounted for 3% (partial rf = .03) of the variance in job
strain. Follow-up tests were conducted to evaluate pairwise differences among
the means. There were significant differences in the means between the online
sample (M = 1.68, SD = .40) and the student sample ( M - 1.82, SD = .43). The
online group reported a lower level of strain than the student sample. There were
no significant differences between the automotive group and the online and
student sample on strain.
The ANOVA for job insecurity was significant, F (2, 264) = 3.99, p < .05.
Differences in sample accounted for 3% (partial rf = .03) of the variance in job
insecurity. Follow-up tests were conducted to evaluate pairwise differences
among the means. There were significant differences in the means between the
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online sample (M = 2.01, SD = 1.0) and the student sample ( M - 1.76, SD = 1.1).
The online group reported a higher level of job insecurity (indicating higher
security) than the student sample. There were no significant differences between
the automotive group and the online and student sample on job insecurity.
The ANOVA for transactional contract was significant, F (2, 264) = 11.1,
p < .05. Differences in sample accounted for 8% (partial tf = .08) of the variance

in transactional contracts. Follow-up tests were conducted to evaluate pairwise
differences among the means. There were significant differences in the means
between the online sample (M = 2.14, SD = .59) and the student sample (M =
2.56, SD = .72). The online group reported a lower level of transactional contracts
than the student sample. There were no significant differences between the
automotive group and the online and student sample on transactional contracts.
The ANOVA for work-family organizational culture was significant, F (2,
264) = 23.9, p < .05. Differences in sample accounted for 16% (partial t)2 = .16)
of the variance in work-family organizational culture. Follow-up tests were
conducted to evaluate pairwise differences among the means. There were
significant differences in the means between the automotive group (.M = 3.05, SD
= .48) and the online (M= 3.56, SD = .39) and student samples ( M = 3.45, SD =
.47). The automotive group reported a lower level of work-family organizational
culture than the online and student samples. There were no significant differences
the online and student sample on work-family organizational culture.
Furthermore no significant group differences were found for role
ambiguity, work locus of control, relational contracts or number of children.
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Group was also examined as a possible moderator in the relationship
between job insecurity and work-to-family conflict, strain and work-to-family
conflict, and job insecurity and strain. Specifically, to test for the interaction
between group type on the relationship between job insecurity and work-tofamily conflict, a three-step hierarchical multiple regression analysis was
conducted. Because group was a three-level categorical variable (i.e., consisting
of Automotive group, Online group, and Student group), dummy coding was
used, with the Automotive group coded as the comparative group. Job insecurity
and job strain were continuous variables thus were centered to minimize
problems with multicollinearity (Aiken & West, 1991).
To test for the moderation between group on the relationship job
insecurity and work-to-family conflict, a hierarchical multiple regression analysis
was conducted (see Table 1). The control variables (R = .02, p >.05) were
entered in the first step of the regression equation (Model 1). The independent
variables (job insecurity and group) were entered into the second step, AR2 =.12,
AF (3, 227) = 10, p < .05. The third step involves entering the two-way
interaction terms (i.e., cross-products of independent and moderator variable).
This interaction model tested for the moderator group and included a term
representing the Job Insecurity X Group interaction. This test was not significant,
AR2 =.02, AF (2, 225) = 2.3, p >.05. The interaction between group and job
insecurity did not significantly predict work-to-family conflict.
To test for the moderation between group on the relationship strain and
work-to-family conflict, a hierarchical multiple regression analysis was
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conducted (see Table 1). The control variables (R2 = .02, p >.05) were entered in
the first step of the regression equation (Model 1). The independent variables
(strain and group) were entered into the second step, AR2 =.12, AF (3, 227) = 10,
p < .05. The third step involves entering the two-way interaction terms (i.e.,

cross-products of independent and moderator variable). This interaction model
tested for the moderator group and included a term representing the Strain X
Group interaction. This test was not significant, AR2 =.002, AF (2, 225) = .20, p
>.05. The interaction between group and strain did not significantly predict workto-family conflict.
To test for the moderation between group on the relationship job
insecurity and strain, a hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted
(see Table 2). The control variables (R2 = .04, p >.05) were entered in the first
step of the regression equation (Model 1). The independent variables (job
insecurity and group) were entered into the second step, AR2 =.06, AF (3, 227) =
5.0,/? < .05. The third step involves entering the two-way interaction terms (i.e.,
cross-products of independent and moderator variable). This interaction model
tested for the moderator group and included a term representing the Group X Job
Insecurity interaction. This test was not significant, AR2 =.02, AF (2, 225) = 2.2,
p >.05. The interaction between group and job insecurity did not significantly

predict strain.
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Table 1
Summary o f H ierarchical M ultiple Regression Analysis f o r Group and Job
Insecurity on Strain and W ork-to-Family Conflict

Work-to-familv conflict

Strain
Predictors

R2

Step 1

.04

AR2

fi

R2

AR2

fi

.02

Age

-.08

-.07

Number of Hours

.06

Worked

.03

.26**

Number of

-.05

.08

Children

-.21*

Income

-

.23**

Group 1

.20*

-.20*

Group 2
29**
Step 2

.10**

Job Insecurity
Step 3

j4**

.06**

.12**

-.11
.11

.02

-.42**
.16

.02

Job Insecurity X

-.14

-.13

Group 1

.03

.04

Job Insecurity X
Group 2
Adjusted R2

.08

.10

Note. Note. N = 234. All standardized Beta weights are from the final equation. Adjusted R2 is
from Step 4. Group 1 was coded as online participants; Group 2 was coded as student
participants. The baseline group was the automotive group. Strain range from 1-4, higher scores
indicate more strain. Job insecurity range from 1-3, higher scores indicate higher job security.
Role ambiguity range from 1-5, higher scores indicate higher ambiguity. * p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01.
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Table 2
Summary o f H ierarchical M ultiple Regression Analysis f o r Group and Strain on
Work-to-Family Conflict

Work-to-familv conflict
Predictors

R2

Step 1

.02

AR2

p

Age

-.06

Number of Hours Worked

.22*

Number of Children

.09

Income

23**

Group 1

-.19*
_ jg**

Group 2
Step 2

.14**

.12**

Strain
Step 3

.22*
.14

.00

Strain X Group 1

.02

Strain X Group 2

-.04

Adjusted R2

.10

Note. N —234. All standardized Beta weights are from the final equation. Adjusted R2 is from
Step 4. Group 1 was coded as online participants; Group 2 was coded as student participants. The
baseline group was the automotive group. Work-to-family conflict range from 1-5, higher score
indicate higher conflict. Job insecurity range from 1-3, higher scores indicate higher job security.
Role ambiguity range from 1-5, higher scores indicate higher ambiguity.
* p < 0.05. * * p < 0.01.
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Additionally, a multivariate test for homogeneity of variance (MANOVA)
was conducted to examine the variances and covariances among the variables
(work-to-family conflict, job insecurity, and strain) for the three samples. The test
was not significant, Box’s M = 16, F(12, 128178) = 1.3, ns. The test indicates
that there were no significant differences in the variance and covariance matrices
between the three groups on the study variables.
Failure to find support for differences in the covariance and variances
matrices and group as a moderator provides confidence to combine the three
samples. Therefore in the subsequent analyses, the samples were combined in
order to increase the sample size, however because the samples were found to
differ regarding a number of variables, group identity was used as a control
variable for further analyses.
The following summary discusses the combined group sample. For the
entire group (N = 264), 44% of participants were male and 56% were female with
an average age of 33 years. The large majority (86%) of participants in the
sample were married or living with a partner of which, almost half (45%) of
participants had one or more children, and 14% had elder care responsibilities.
Participants reported working an average of 39 hours per week with an average
tenure of approximately 5 years. Additionally, almost half (47%) of the
participants held a college degree. In the combined sample, 10% of participants
worked in education, 3% in manufacturing, 15% in health, 7% in finance, 20% in
an auto dealership, 6% in high-tech, and 39% in other (see figure 11). The
average family combined income for all groups combined was $88,813.

METHOD 85

10%
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Education (10%)
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Automotive (20%)

115%

20%

Q

High-Tech (6%)
Other (39%)

Figure 11. Industry participation rates.
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Analyses

Multiple regression analysis was used to analyze the relationship between
job insecurity and work-to-family conflict. A total of five control variables
(income, age, number of hours worked, number of children, group) were entered
in the first step of the regression model. Job insecurity (independent variable) was
entered in the second step of the regression model.
The mediator relationship was tested with Baron and Kenny’s (1986)
traditional mediation analysis using the three-step procedure with hierarchical
regression. Evidence of a complete mediation is indicated by a non-significant
relationship between the predictor and independent variable once the mediator
variable is included (Barron & Kenny, 1986). First, the independent variable (job
insecurity) should be significantly related to the dependent variable (work-family
conflict). The second step is that the independent variable (job insecurity) should
be significantly related to the mediator variable (job strain). And the final step is
that the mediator (job strain) should be related to the dependent variable (workfamily conflict) with the independent variable included in the equation. In other
words, the relationship between the independent variable and the dependent
variable decreases (partial mediation) or disappears (complete mediation) when
the mediator is in the equation.
The moderator relationships, were tested with a series of hierarchical
multiple regression analyses. Work locus of control, work-family organizational
culture, psychological contracts, work- role ambiguity and job insecurity are
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continuous variables and were centered to minimize problems with
multicollinearity (Aiken & West, 1991). After centering the independent
variables, an interaction term was created for each variable. The interaction term
tested for the moderation effect of the moderator and the IV and was entered into
the model after controlling for the main effects. Plots were created to interpret
significant interactions.
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CHAPTER IX
Results
M issing D ata

The amount of missing data among the measures of the eight constructs
used in this study was minimal. A respondent was eliminated if they did not
complete at least 65% of the items on a particular scale. For example, on an 8item scale if they had three items missing (63%) they would be eliminated from
the sample. As a result, the number of respondents who did not meet the 65%
criterion on at least one measure was 15 and thus were eliminated from the
sample. Thus the final sample consisted of 264 participants. Additionally, across
the sample on each scale no more than 7% of the data was missing, except for the
income variable which was missing 10.6%. This liberal criterion was chosen in
order to meet the sample size requirements of the study.
In the regression analyses, pairwise deletion was used to handle these
missing data. Pairwise deletion deletes data only from those statistics that ‘need’
the information (Roth, Campion, & Jones, 1996). For example, if a participant
was missing a supervisor support rating, this information and information on any
variable correlated with it would be deleted. However, information from that
case would be used to calculate the correlations among other variables.
According to Swizter, Roth, and Swizter (1998) pairwise deletion is the best
choice over listwise, mean substitution, random imputation, regression
imputation, and hot deck imputation. Although listwise is considered as accurate,
it can result in lower statistical power (Switzer et al., 1998). For example,
marketing research report that sample sizes have decreased from 624 to 201
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participants using listwise deletion (Kaufman, 1988), resulting in lower power to
detect significant differences.
E xploratory F actor Analysis

Since the internal consistency of the work-family organizational culture
scale was not as high as anticipated, an exploratory factor analysis was conducted
to examine the dimensionality of the measure. The items were examined using
principal axis factoring with direct oblimin rotation. Principal axis factoring
(PFA) seeks the least number of factors which can account for the common
variance of a set of variables (Garson, 2006). Research has found that PFA and
PCA (principal components analysis) lead to similar results (Wilkinson, Blank, &
Gruber, 1996). Direct oblimin rotation, which allows the factors to be correlated,
was used in order to result in higher eigen values.
The results did not duplicate Allen’s (2001) one-factor solution. The scree
plot and eigen values greater than 1 suggested a four-factor solution, thus
indicating that the items may be measuring more than one construct. Factor one
was made up of items 49, 50, 58, and 59. Factor two was made up of items 51,
56, and 57. Factor three was made up of items 55 and 60. And factor four was
made up of item 53. Items 52, 54, and 61 did not load up on any of the factors.
D escriptive Statistics

Table 3 shows the descriptive statistics (i.e., gender, age, education,
income, number of children, and number of hours worked per week) for all
employees by sample type.
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Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations of the study variables
for the entire sample are provided in Tables 4. Means, standard deviations, and
intercorrelations of the study variables for the automotive sample are provided in
Table 5, the online sample in Table 6, and the student sample in Table 7.

Table 3
D escriptive Statistics: D em ographic Variables for Total Em ployee Sample

Group 1
Demographic variables

Grout) 3

Group 2

n = 51

n = 115

Total
n= 264

n = 98
Mean

SD

Mean

M ean

SD

M ean

SD

Female

18

.48

73

.48

56

.50

115

.50

Male

33

.48

40

.48

42

.50

147

.50

Age

35

10

37

8.7

28

7.8

33

9.6

Education

2.6

.61

3.4

.70

2.7

.55

3.0

.73

Income

63,626

42,881

132,594

74,890

48,100

26,139

Number of children

.76

.90

.80

.90

.53

.88

.69

.90

Number of hours worked

46

7.2

43

7.1

31

8.7

40

9.8

SD

Gender

68,399
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Note. N = 264. Group was coded as 1 = automotive workers, Group 2 = online participants, and Group 3 = student sample.

88,814

Table 4
Mean, SD and Intercorrelations among a ll Study Variables f o r Entire Sample
Variables

M

SD

1

3

4

1.

Age

33

9.5

—

2.

Income

88,814

68,399

.32**

--

3. Number of
children

.69

.90

.26**

.05

4. Hours worked
per week

39

9.8

3 4

.37**

.0 1

__

5. Work-to-family
conflict

3.1

.81

-.06

.08

.0 2

.08

Job insecurity

1 .8

1 .0

.07

.18**

- .0 2

.09

Strain

1.7

.43

-.16*

-.13

- .1 0

.1 0

8 . Work-family
culture

3.4

.47

-.05

.03

- .0 2

-.17**

9.

2.4

.69

-.03

-.08

-.14*

-.05

.1 2

-.40**

2.3

.51

.0 1

-.0 1

- .0 2

-.04

.14*

_

2.3

.67

-.25**

-.26**

- .1 0

-.35**

3.4

.82

.1 1

.1 1

.2 2 **

6

.

7.

Role Ambiguity

10. Work locus of
control
11. Transactional
contracts
12. Relational
contracts

2

**

17* *

5

_ 1 9 **
22

7

6

**

-.25**

8

9

10

11

12

--.24**

-

.2 2 **

-.15*
2 7

**

31 **

.28**

.18**

-.18**

.25**

-.16**

.46**

-.27**

--.15*

—

-.2 1 **

.36**

-.18**

.18**

.19**

-.55**

—

.29**

-

-.36**

.

4 3

**

Note. N = 264. Work-to-family conflict ranges from 1-5, higher scores indicate more conflict. Job insecurity range from 1-3, higher scores indicate
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more security. Strain range from 1-4, higher scores indicate higher strain. Organizational work-family culture range from 1-5, higher scores indicate a
more positive work-family culture. Role ambiguity range from 1-5, higher scores indicate higher ambiguity. Work locus of control range from 1-5, higher
scores indicate a more external locus o f control. Transactional contracts range from 1-5, higher scores indicate a higher transactional psychological contract.
Relational psychological contracts range from 1-5, higher scores indicate a higher relational psychological contract. *p <.05. ** p<.01.
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Table 5
Mean, SD and Intercorrelations among all Study Variables f o r Autom otive Sample
Variables

M

SD

1

1.

Age

35

10

—

2.

Income

63,626

42,881

.33*

--

3.

Number o f children

.76

.90

.07

.09

—

4. Hours worked per
week

46

7.2

.06

-.07

- .1 2

..

5. Work-to-family
conflict

3.1

1 .0

-.04

.31*

.18

.35*

Job insecurity

1.5

.8 6

- .0 0

.09

.09

Strain

1.7

.48

-.08

-.15

8 . Work-family
culture

3.1

.48

.16

9.

6

.

7.

Role Ambiguity

3

4

7

5

6

.1 2

-.35*

-

-.03

- .0 1

.24

-.42**

-

.1 0

.05

-.16

-.45**

.39**

-.23

--

2

8

9

10

.63

.2 0

-.05

-.05

-.13

.1 0

-.43**

.24

-.08

—

2 .2

.53

.0 2

-.07

.0 2

-.04

.32*

-.44**

.19

-.38**

.1 0

—

11. Transactional
contracts

2.3

.61

- .1 2

-.36**

.04

-.06

.18

-.25

.25

-.32*

.06

.61**

3.5

.83

-.05

.0 1

.18

.06

-.16

.6 6 **

-.30*

.25

-.56**

-.34*

12. Relational contracts
-.2 1

12

--

Note. N = 51. Work-to-family conflict ranges from 1-5, higher scores indicate more conflict. Job insecurity range from 1-3, higher scores indicate
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2.4

10. Work locus of
control

11

More security. Strain range from 1-4, higher scores indicate higher strain. Organizational work-family culture range from 1-5, higher scores indicate a
more positive work-family culture. Role ambiguity range from 1-5, higher scores indicate higher ambiguity. Work locus of control range from 1-5, higher
scores indicate a more external locus of control. Transactional contracts range from 1-5, higher scores indicate a higher transactional psychological contract.
Relational psychological contracts range from 1-5, higher scores indicate a higher relational psychological contract. *p <.05. ** p<.01.
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Table 6
Mean, SD and Intercorrelations among all Study Variables f o r Online Sample
Variables

M

SD

1

1.

Age

37

8 .8

—

2.

Income

132,594

74,889

.1 0

--

3. Number o f
children

.80

.90

.2 1 *

-.09

__

4. Hours worked per
week

42

7.1

.1 0

.31**

-.16

__

5. Work-to-family
conflict

3.0

.81

- .0 1

.24*

.09

.15

Job insecurity

2 .0

1 .0

.05

.1 0

-.06

Strain

1.7

.1 0

-.08

-.06

8 . Work-family
culture

3.6

.39

-.16

9.

2.3

.65

2.4

6

.

7.

Role Ambiguity

10. Work locus of
control

3

4

6

- .0 0

- .1 1

-

- .1 2

.05

.14

-.18

-

-.13

.0 0

-.18

-.13

.16

-.0 2

-

-.18

-.08

-.23*

.05

.07

.18

-.03

—

.47

-.04

-.15

- .1 1

-.03

.04

-.2 2 *

.24*

-.08

.49**

—

2 .1

.59

-.25**

-.08

-.14

-.23*

.1 2

.06

.04

- .1 1

.08

.28**

-

3.5

.71

.1 0

-.03

.2 2 *

.09

-.2 0 *

.30**

- .1 1

.05

-.56**

-.30**

_ 3 9 **

7

8

9

10

11

12

Note. jV = 115. Work-to-family conflict ranges from 1-5, higher scores indicate more conflict. Job insecurity range from 1-3, higher scores indicate more
security. Strain range from 1-4, higher scores indicate higher strain. Organizational work-family culture range from 1-5, higher scores indicate a more
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11. Transactional
contracts
12. Relational
contracts

5

2

positive work-family culture. Role ambiguity range from 1-5, higher scores indicate higher ambiguity. Work locus o f control range from 1-5, higher scores
indicate a more external locus of control. Transactional contracts range from 1-5, higher scores indicate a higher transactional psychological contract.
Relational psychological contracts range from 1-5, higher scores indicate a higher relational psychological contract. *p <.05. ** p<.01
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Table 7
Mean, SD and Intercorrelations am ong all Study Variables f o r Student Sample
Variables

M

SD

1

1.

Age

28

7.8

—

2.

Income

48,100

26,139

.2 2 *

--

3. Number of
children

.53

.8 8

.33**

.04

_

4. Hours worked per
week

31

8.7

.25*

.30**

.0 1

5. Work-to-family
conflict

3.2

.71

.04

.0 1

- .1 2

.18

Job insecurity

1 .8

1 .1

.06

.35**

-.05

Strain

1 .8

.43

-.1 2

-.15

8 . Work-family
culture

3.5

.47

-.07

9.

2.4

.76

2.3

6

.

7.

Role Ambiguity

10. Work locus of
control

3

4

6

.18

-.17

-

-.05

-.03

.23*

-.2 1 *

-

-.05

-.08

-.04

_

.1 1

-.30**

-

- .0 0

-.2 2 *

-.09

-.19

.2 0 *

-

41 **

,40**

-.27**

—

.53

-.03

-.17

.0 2

-.1 2

.17

-.42**

.40**

-.38**

.36**

2 .6

.72

-.09

-.27*

-.04

_

.15

-.33**

.37**

-.18

31**

.24*

--

3.3

.90

.1 0

.36**

.09

.29**

-.37**

32**

-.56**

-.45**

_ 5 5 **

5 5

**

3j**

-.08

7

5 4

**

8

9

10

11

12

—

Note. AT=98. Work-to-family conflict ranges from 1-5, higher scores indicate more conflict. Job insecurity range from 1-3, higher scores indicate more
security. Strain range from 1-4, higher scores indicate higher strain. Organizational work-family culture range from 1-5, higher scores indicate a more
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11. Transactional
contracts
12. Relational
contracts

5

2

positive work-family culture. Role ambiguity range from 1-5, higher scores indicate higher ambiguity. Work locus o f control range from 1-5, higher scores
indicate a more external locus o f control. Transactional contracts range from 1-5, higher scores indicate a higher transactional psychological contract.
Relational psychological contracts range from 1-5, higher scores indicate a higher relational psychological contract. *p <.05. ** p<.01.
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Examination of the entire sample (Table 4) indicates that age was
positively related to income (r = .32, p < .01), number of children (r = .26, p <
.01), number of hours worked per week (r = .34, p < .01), and negatively related
to strain (r = 16, p < .05), and transactional contracts (r = -.25, p < .01). Income
was positively related to number of hours worked per week (r = .37, p <.01), job
insecurity (r = . 18, p < .01), and negatively related to transactional contracts (r = .26, p < .01). Number of children was positively related to relational contracts
(.17, p < .01) and negatively related to role ambiguity (r = -.14, p < .05). Number
of hours worked was positively related to relational contracts (r = .22, p < .01)
and negatively related to work-family culture (-.17, p < .01), and transactional
contracts (r = .35, p < ,01).
Consistent with previous research, work-to-family conflict was positively
related to strain (r = .22, p < .01), work locus of control (r = . 14, p < .05),
transactional contracts (r = .18,/? < .01), and negatively related to job insecurity
(r = -. 19, p < .01), work-family culture (r = -.25, p < .01), and relational contracts
(r= .16 ,p < .01). Job insecurity (indicated by higher levels of security) was
positively related to work-family culture (r = .22, p < .01) and relational contracts
(r = .46, p < .01), and negatively related to strain (r = -.24, p < .01), role
ambiguity (r = -.40, p < .01), work locus of control (r = -.31 , p < .01), and
transactional contracts (r = -.18, p <.01). Strain was positively related to role
ambiguity (r = .27, p < .01), work locus of control (r = .28, p < .01), and
transactional contracts (r = .25, p < .01), and negatively related to work-family
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culture (r = .15, p < .05), and relational contracts (r = -.27, p < .01). Work family
culture was positively related to relational contracts (r = .19, p < .01), and
negatively related to role ambiguity (r = -. 15, p < .05), work locus of control (r =
-.21 ,/? < .01), and transactional contracts (r = -.18,/? < .01). Role ambiguity was
positively related to work locus of control (r = .36,/? < .01) and transactional
contracts (r = .18,/? < .01), and negatively related to relational contracts (r = -.55,
p < .01). Work locus of control was positively related to transactional contracts (r

= .29, p < .01) and negatively related to relational contracts (r = -.36, p < .01).
And lastly, relational and transactional contracts were negatively related (r = -.43,
/? < 01).

Examination of the correlations for the automotive sample (Table 5)
indicates that age was positively related to income (r = .33, p < .05), and income
was positively related to work-to-family conflict (r = .31, p < .05), and negatively
related to transactional contracts (r = -.36, p < .01). Consistent with previous
research number of hours worked was positively related to work-to-family
conflict (r = .35, p < .05). Work-to-family conflict was positively related to work
locus of control (r = .32, p < .05) and negatively related to job insecurity (r = -.35,
p < .05) and work-family culture (r = -.45,/? < .01). Job insecurity (indicated by

higher levels of security) was positively related to work-family culture (r = .39, p
< .01) and relational contracts (r = .66, p < .01), and negatively related to strain (r

= -.42,/? < .01), role ambiguity (r = -.43, p < .01), and work locus of control (r = •44,/? < .01). Strain was negatively related to relational contracts (r = -.30,/? <
.05). Work-family culture was negatively related to work locus of control (r = -
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.38, p < .01) and transactional contracts (r = -.32, p < .05). Role ambiguity was
negatively related to relational contracts (r = -.56, p < .01). And lastly, work
locus of control was positively related to transactional contracts (r = .61, p < .01),
and negatively related to relational contracts (r = -.34, p < .01).
Examination of the correlations for the online sample (Table 6) indicates
that age was positively related to number of children (r = .21 , p < .05), and
negatively related to transactional contracts (r = -.25, p < .01). Income was
positively related to number of hours worked (r = .31,p < .01) and work-tofamily conflict (r = .24, p < .05). Number of children was negatively related to
role ambiguity (r = -.23, p < .05). Hours worked per week was negatively related
to transactional contracts (r = -.23, p < .05). Work-to-family conflict was
negatively related to relational contracts (r = -.20, p < .05). Job insecurity was
positively related to relational contracts (r = .30, p < .01) and negatively related
to role ambiguity (r = -.37, p < .01) and work locus of control (r = -.22, p < .01).
Strain was positively related to work locus of control (r = .24, p < .05). Role
ambiguity was positively related to work locus of control (r = .49, p < .01), and
negatively related to relational contracts (r = -.56, p < .01). Work locus of control
was positively related to transactional contracts (r = .28,p < .01), and negatively
related to relational contracts (r = -.30, p < .01). Transactional contracts were
negatively related to relational contracts (r = -.39, p < .01).
Examination of the correlations for the student sample (Table 7) indicates
that age was positively related to income (r = .22, p < .01), number of children (r
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= .33, p < .01), and number of hours worked (r = .25, p < .01). Income was
positively related to number of hours worked per week (r = .30, p < .01), job
insecurity (r = .35, p < .01), and relational contracts (r = .36, p < .01), and
negatively related to role ambiguity (r = -.22, p < .05), and transactional contracts
(r = -.27, p < .05). Number of hours worked was positively related to relational
contracts (r = .29, p < .01) and negatively related to transactional contracts (r = •35, p < .01). Consistent with previous research work-to-family conflict was
positively related to strain (r = .23, p < .05) and role ambiguity (r = .20, p < .05),
and negatively related to work-family culture (r = -.31, p < .01). Job insecurity
was positively related to relational contracts (r = .54, p < .01) and negatively
related to strain (r = -.21, p < .05), role ambiguity (r = -.41, p < .01), work locus
of control (r = -.42, p < .01), and transactional contracts (r = -.33, p < .01). Strain
was positively related to role ambiguity (r = .40, p < .01), work locus of control (r
= .40,/? < .01), and transactional contracts (r = .31, p < .01), and negatively
related to work-family culture (r = -.30, p < .01) and relational contracts (r = -.37,
p < .01). Work-family culture was positively related to relational contracts (r =

.31 , p < .01), and negatively related to role ambiguity (r ==-.27, p < .01) and work
locus of control (r = -.38, p < .01). Role ambiguity was positively related to work
locus of control (r = .36,/? < .01) and transactional contracts (r = .31,/? < .01) and
negatively related to relational contracts (r = -.56,/? < .01). Work locus of control
was positively related to transactional contracts (r = .24,/? < .05) and negatively
related to relational contracts (r = -.45,/?<.01). And finally, transactional
contracts were negatively related to relational contracts (r = -.55, p < .01).
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There does not appear to be drastic differences in the correlation patterns
among the three samples. For the most part the correlation patterns are consistent
in their direction and significance. There were some differences on the
correlation between job insecurity and transactional contracts across the three
samples. The automotive sample and the student sample reported a negative
correlation between job insecurity and transactional contracts, while the online
sample reported a positive correlation between job insecurity and transactional
contracts. However, the correlations were not significant.
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Tests o f Hypothesis

Hypothesis 1
Multiple regression analyses were conducted to evaluate the relationship
between job insecurity and work-to-family conflict (i.e., Hypothesis 1). The
results indicated that job insecurity together with the five control variables, was
significantly related to work-to-family conflict, R 2 = .14, F (7, 234) = 5.25, p <
05. Job insecurity accounted for unique variance in work-to-family conflict (P =
-.22, p = .001). For every one unit increase in job insecurity (indicating higher
security), there was a corresponding .22 unit decrease in work-to-family conflict.
Hypothesis 2
The mediator relationship was tested with Baron and Kenny’s (1986)
three-step procedure with hierarchical regression. Evidence of complete
mediation is indicated by a non-significant relationship between the predictor and
independent variable once the mediator variable is included (Barron & Kenny,
1986). The control variables (income, number of children, number of hours
worked, group type, and age) were entered in the first step, followed by the
independent variable (job insecurity). The independent variable (job insecurity)
was significantly related to the dependent variable (work-family conflict), F (7,
233) = 5.2, p <.05. The regression coefficient for job insecurity was -.21, t (233)
= -3.3, p < .05 (see Table 8). This confirmed the first step of the mediator tests,
that the independent variable (job insecurity) was significantly related to the
dependent variable (work-family conflict).
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The second step in a mediator test is that the independent variable (job
insecurity) should be significantly related to the mediator variable (job strain).
The second step was confirmed in that the independent variable (job insecurity)
was found to be significantly related to the mediator variable (job strain) F (7,
233) = 3.5, p < .05. The regression coefficient for job insecurity was -.22, t (233)
= -3.4,/? < .05.
The final step is that the mediator (job strain) is related to the dependent
variable (work-family conflict) with the independent variable included in the
equation. The third step was confirmed in that the mediator (job strain) was
related to the dependent variable (work-family conflict) with the independent
variable included in the equation, F (8,233) = 6.0,/? < .05. The regression
coefficient for job strain was .21, t (233) = 3.2,/? < .05 (see Table 8). In other
words, the relationship between the independent variable and the dependent
variable declines (partial mediation) or disappears (complete mediation) when the
mediator is in the equation. The relationship between job insecurity and work-tofamily conflict declined t (233) = -2.6,/? < .05. The regression coefficient for job
insecurity declined from -.21 to -.17 indicating that the relationship between job
insecurity and work-to-family conflict declined when job strain was in the
equation. To further examine whether job strain carries the influence of job
insecurity on work-to-family conflict, a Sobel test
(http://www.unc.edu/~preacher/sobel/sobel.htm) was carried out by inserting
unstandardized path coefficients and corresponding standard errors. The test
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result, Zsobei = -2.3, p < .05, suggested that the indirect effect between job
insecurity and work-to-family conflict via job strain was significant.

Table 8
Summary o f H ierarchical Regression A nalysis for Strain as a M ediator o f Job Insecurity and W ork-to-Familv Conflict

Step and variable

B

SE B

P

R2

AR2

Direct effect of job insecurity on strain
Regression 1: Job insecurity

-.09

.03

-.22**

.10

.05**

Direct effect of job insecurity on work-to-family conflict
Regression 2: Job insecurity

-.17

.05

-.21**

.14

.04**

Mediating effect of strain on job insecurity and work-to-family conflict
Regression 3:
Job insecurity

.05

-.17**

.18

04 * *

.41

.13

.21 **

.18

04**

Note: N = 234. Group 1 was coded as online participants; Group 2 was coded as student participants. The baseline group was the automotive group. Job
insecurity range from 1-3, higher scores indicate more security. Strain range from 1-4, higher scores indicate higher strain. Betas from the final step were
reported here. *p< .05. **p<.01.
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Strain

-.14
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Moderator Analysis
The moderation relationships were tested with a series of hierarchical
multiple regression analyses. Specifically, to test for each moderating variables’
effects on the relationship between job insecurity and strain, strain and work-tofamily conflict and job insecurity and work-to-family conflict, a four-step
hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted. Because group type was
a three-level categorical variable (i.e., consisting of Automotive group, Online
group and Student group), dummy coding was used to construct two control
variables, with the Automotive group coded as the base-line group. Work locus
of control, work-family organizational culture, psychological contracts, workrole ambiguity, strain and job insecurity are continuous variables and were
centered to minimize problems with potential multicollinearity (Aiken & West,
1991).
The four-step hierarchical multiple regression involved entering the
control variables in the first step, the independent variable (job insecurity) in the
second step, the moderator in the third step, and the two-interaction term (i.e.,
cross-products of independent and moderator variable) in the fourth step.
Hypothesis 3
To test for the moderation effect of work-family organizational culture on
the relationship between job insecurity and strain, a hierarchical multiple
regression analysis was conducted (see Table 9). The control variables (R2 = 05, p
> .05) were entered in the first step of the regression equation. The independent
variable (job insecurity) was entered into the second step, AR2 =.05, AF (1, 226)
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= 11.0, p < .05. The moderator (work-family organizational culture) variable was
entered into the third step, AR2 =.01, AF (1,225) = 2.4, p >.05. The fourth step
involved entering the two-way interaction term (i.e., cross-products of
independent and moderator variable) between job insecurity and organizational
work-family culture on strain. This interaction model tested for the moderation
effect of work-family organizational culture and included a term representing the
Work-Family Organizational Culture X Job Insecurity interaction. The test was
not significant, AR2 =.00, AF (1, 224) = .14, p >.05. The interaction between job
insecurity and organizational work-family culture did not significantly predict
strain. However, job insecurity did have a significant relationship with strain (P =
-.20,/? < .05).
Hypothesis 4
To test for the moderation effect of work-family organizational culture on
the relationship between job insecurity and work-to-family conflict, a hierarchical
multiple regression analysis was conducted (see Table 9). The control variables
(R2 = \ 0 , p < .05) were entered in the first step of the regression equation. The

independent variable (job insecurity) was entered into the second step, A/?2 =.04,
AF (1, 226) = 11.0, p <.05. The moderator (work-family organizational culture)
variable was entered into the third step, AR2 =.05, AF (1, 225) = 12.0, p < .05.
The fourth step involved entering the two-way interaction term (i.e., crossproducts of independent and moderator variable) between job insecurity and
organizational work-family culture on work-to-family conflict. This interaction
model tested for the moderator work-family organizational culture and included a
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term representing the Work-Family Organizational Culture X Job Insecurity
interaction. The test was not significant, AR2 =.00, AF (1, 224) = .32, p >.05. The
interaction between job insecurity and organizational work-family conflict did
not significantly predict work-to-family conflict. However, the main effects of
organizational work-family culture and job insecurity were significantly related
to work-to-family conflict, F (8, 233) = 6.3, p < .05. Job insecurity and
organizational work-family culture and accounted for 4% and 5%, respectively,
of the variance in work-to-family conflict. Both job insecurity (P = -.17, p < .05)
and organizational work-family culture (p = -.23, p < .05) demonstrated
significant effects on work-to-family conflict.

Table 9
Summary o f Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis fo r Organizational Work-Family Culture and Job Insecurity on Strain and
Work-to-Family Conflict

Strain
Predictors

R2

Step 1

.05

AR2

Work-to-familv conflict
R2

f

P

AR2

. 10**

Age

-.07

-.08

Number of hours worked

.04

.18*
.09

Group 1

-.05
_ 23 * *

-.32**

Group 2

-.05

-.35**

Income

-.09

.22 **

Number of children

Step 2

.10**

.05 **

Job insecurity
Step 3

-

.11

-.17**
.18**

.05**
-.23 **

-.10

.11

.19

.00
.02

.00

-.04
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Job insecurity X Organizational work-family culture

Q4**

20 * *

.01

Organizational work-family culture
Step 4

.14**

Adjusted/?

.07

.15

Note. N = 233. All standardized Beta weights are from the final equation. Adjusted R2 is from Step 4. Group 1 was coded as online participants; Group 2 was
coded as student participants. The baseline group was the automotive group. Job insecurity range from 1-3, higher scores indicate more security.
Organizational work-family culture range from 1-5, higher scores indicate a more positive work-family culture. Strain range from 1-4, higher scores indicate
higher strain.
*p < .05. **p<.01.
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Hypothesis 5
To test for the moderation effect of work-family organizational culture on
the relationship between strain and work-to-family conflict, a hierarchical
multiple regression analysis was conducted (see Table 10). The control variables
(i?2 =.10, p < .05) were entered in the first step of the regression equation. The
independent variable (strain) was entered into the second step, AR2 =.04, AF (1,
227)= 11 . 0 , p <.05. The moderator (work-family organizational culture) variable
was entered into the third step, AR2 =.04, AF (1, 226) = 11.0, p <.05. The fourth
step involved entering the two-way interaction term (i.e., cross-products of
independent and moderator variable) between strain and organizational workfamily culture on job insecurity. This interaction model tested for the moderation
effect of work-family organizational culture and included a term representing the
Work-Family Organizational Culture X Strain interaction. The test was not
significant, Ai?2 = 00, AF(1, 225) = .11,/? >.05. The interaction between strain
and organizational work-family conflict did not significantly predict work-tofamily conflict. However, the main effects for strain and organizational workfamily culture was significantly related to work-to-family conflict, F (9, 234) =
5.4, p < .05. Strain and organizational work-family culture accounted for 4% and
4%, respectively, of the variance in work-to-family conflict. Both strain (P = .17,
p <. 05) and organizational work-family culture ((3 =-.22, p < .05) demonstrated

significant effects on work-to-family conflict.
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Table 10
Summary o f H ierarchical M ultiple Regression Analysis f o r Organizational WorkFamily Culture and Strain on Work-to-family Conflict

Work-to-familv conflict
Predictors

R2

P

AR2

Step 1
Age

.10**

-.06

Number of hours worked

.20*

Number of children

.08

Group 1

-.26**

Group 2

-.35**

Income

.21**

Step 2

14**

.04**

Strain
Step 3

.17**
.18

Q4**

Organizational work-family culture
Step 4

-.22**
.18

.00

Strain X Organizational workfamily culture
Adjusted R2

.02
.14

Note. N = 234. All standardized Beta weights are from the final equation. Adjusted R2 is from
Step 4. Group 1 was coded as online participants; Group 2 was coded as student participants. The
baseline group was the automotive group. Job insecurity range from 1-3, higher scores indicate
more security. Organizational work-family culture range from 1-5, higher scores indicate a more
positive work-family culture. Strain range from 1-4, higher scores indicate higher strain.
*p< .05. **p<.01.
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Hypothesis 6
To test for the moderation effect of work locus of control on the
relationship between job insecurity and strain, a hierarchical multiple regression
analysis was conducted (see Table 11). The control variables (R2 =.04, p > .05)
were entered in the first step of the regression equation (Model 1). The
independent variable (job insecurity) was entered into the second step, AR2 =.05,
A F (1,227) = 13.0, p <.05. The moderator (work locus of control) variable was
entered into the third step, AR2 =.05, AF (1, 226) = 13.0,p <.05. The fourth step
involves entering the two-way interaction term (i.e., cross-products of
independent and moderator variable). This interaction model tested for the
moderator work locus of control and included a term representing the Work
Locus of Control X Job Insecurity interaction. This test was not significant, Aif2
=.00, AF (1,225) = .00, p >.05. The interaction between job insecurity and work
locus of control did not significantly predict strain. However, the main effects of
work locus of control and job insecurity was significantly related to strain, F (8,
234) = 4.7, p < .05. Job insecurity and work locus of control and accounted for
5% and 5%, respectively, of the variance in strain. Both job insecurity (P = -.16,/?
< .05) and work locus of control (P = .23, p < .05) demonstrated significant
effects on strain.
Hypothesis 7
To test for the moderation between work locus of control on the
relationship between job insecurity and work-to-family conflict, a hierarchical
multiple regression analysis was conducted (see Table 11). The control variables
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(R2 = A O , p < .05) were entered in the first step of the regression equation (Model

1). The independent variable (job insecurity) was entered into the second step,
AR2 = 04, AF (1, 227) = 12.0, p < .05. The moderator (work locus of control)
variable was entered into the third step, AR2 = 01, AF (1, 226) = 3.7, p >.05. The
fourth step involves entering the two-way interaction term (i.e., cross-products of
independent and moderator variable). This interaction model tested for the
moderator work locus of control and included a term representing the Work
Locus of Control X Job Insecurity interaction. This test was not significant, AR

*y

=.00, AF (1, 225) = .31, p >.05. The interaction between job insecurity and work
locus of control did not significantly predict work-to-family conflict. However,
job insecurity (P = -. 18, p < .05) demonstrated significant main effects on workto-family conflict.

Table 11
Summary o f H ierarchical M ultiple Regression Analysis f o r W ork Locus o f Control and Job Insecurity on Strain an d Work-toFam ily Conflict

Strain
Predictors
Step 1

Rf

Work-to-family conflict
AR

R2

fi

.04

fi

. 10**

Age

-.07

-.08

Number of hours worked

.06

.25**

Number of children

-.05

Group 1

-.15

.08
- 2 5 **

Group 2

-.15

_ 4 4 **

Income

-.03

24**

Step 2

.10

.05**

Job insecurity

Job insecurity X Work

-.18 * *

-.16*
.14

.05**

Work locus of control
Step 4

04**

.15

.01

.23 * *
.14

.00

.13
.15

-.00

.00
.04
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Step 3

.14**

locus of control
Adjusted R2

.11

.12

Note. N = 234. All standardized Beta weights are from the final equation. Adjusted R2 is from Step 4. Group 1 was coded as online participants;
Group 2 was coded as student participants. The baseline group was the automotive group, Work locus of control range from 1-5, higher scores indicate a
more external locus of control. Job insecurity range from 1-3, higher scores indicate more security. Strain range from 1-4, higher scores indicate more
strain.
* p < 0.05. * * p < 0 . 0 \ .
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Hypothesis 8
To test for the moderation effect of locus of control on the relationship
between strain and work-to-family conflict, a hierarchical multiple regression
analysis was conducted (see Table 12). The control variables (R =10,/? < .05)
were entered in the first step of the regression equation (Model 1). The
independent variable (strain) was entered into the second step, AR =.04, AF (1,
227) = 11.0,/? <.05. The moderator (work locus of control) variable was entered
into the third step, AR2 =.02, AF (1,226) = 4.2,/? <.05. The fourth step involves
entering the two-way interaction term (i.e., cross-products of independent and
moderator variable). This interaction model tested for the moderator work locus
of control and included a term representing the Work Locus of Control X Strain
interaction. This test was not significant, Ai?2 = 01, AF (1, 225) = 2.1, p >.05. The
interaction between strain and work locus of control did not significantly predict
work-to-family conflict. However, the main effects of work locus of control and
strain was significantly related to work-to-family conflict, F (8, 234) = 5.1,/? <
.05. Strain and work locus of control and accounted for 4% and 2%, respectively,
of the variance in work-to-family conflict. Both strain (p = .17,/? < .05) and work
locus of control (P = .13,/? < .05) demonstrated significant effects on work-tofamily conflict.
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Table 12
Summary o f H ierarchical M ultiple Regression Analysis f o r Work Locus o f
Control and Strain on W ork-to-Family Conflict

Work-to-familv conflict
Predictors

R2

Step 1

.10**

AR2

Age

fi

-.05

Number of hours worked

.21**

Number of children

.09

Group 1

-.19*

Group 2

-.42**
.24**

Income
Step 2

.14**

.04**

Strain
Step 3

-.20**
.15*

.02*

Work locus of control
Step 4

.14*
.16

Strain X Work locus of control
Adjusted R2

.01
-.09

.13

Note. N = 234. All standardized Beta weights are from the final equation. Adjusted R2 is from
Step 4. Group 1 was coded as online participants; Group 2 was coded as student participants. The
baseline group was the automotive group. Work locus of control range from 1-5, higher scores
indicate a more external locus of control. Strain range on a scale from 1-4- higher scores indicate
higher strain. Work-to-family conflict range from 1-5, higher scores indicate higher conflict.
*p < 0 .0 5. **p<0.01.
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Hypothesis 9
To test for the moderation effect of transactional psychological contracts
on the relationship between job insecurity and strain, a hierarchical multiple
regression analysis was conducted (see Table 13). The control variables (R =.04,
p > .05) were entered in the first step of the regression equation (Model 1). The

independent variable (job insecurity) was entered into the second step, AR2 =.05,
AF (1, 227) = 13.0,p < .05. The moderator (transactional psychological
contracts) variable was entered into the third step, AR =.03, AF (1, 226) = 8.4,/?
< .05. The fourth step involves entering the two-way interaction term (i.e., crossproducts of independent and moderator variable). This interaction model tested
for the moderator psychological contracts and included a term representing the
Transactional Psychological Contracts X Job Insecurity interaction. This test was
not significant, A/?2 = 00, AF(1, 225) = .57, p >.05. The interaction between
transactional psychological contracts and job insecurity did not significantly
predict strain. However, the main effects of transactional contracts and job
insecurity was significantly related to strain, F ( 8, 234) = 4.1 , p < .05. Job
insecurity and transactional psychological contracts accounted for 5% and 3%,
respectively, of the variance in strain. Both job insecurity (|3 = -.21, p < .05) and
transactional psychological contracts (|3 = .20, p < .05) demonstrated significant
effects on strain.
Hypothesis 10
To test for the moderation effect of transactional psychological contracts
on the relationship between job insecurity and work-to-family conflict, a
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hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted (see Table 13). The
control variables (R2 =10 , p < .05) were entered in the first step of the regression
equation (Model 1). The independent variable (job insecurity) was entered into
the second step, AR2 =.04, AF (1, 227) = 12.0, p <.05. The moderator
(transactional psychological contracts) variable was entered into the third step,
ARz =.04, AF (1, 226) = 9.7, p <.05. The fourth step involves entering the twoway interaction term (i.e., cross-products of independent and moderator variable).
This interaction model tested for the moderator relational psychological contracts
and included a term representing the Transactional Psychological Contracts X
Job Insecurity interaction. This test was not significant, AR2 =.01, AF (1, 225) =
1.5, p >.05. The linear combination of job insecurity and transactional

psychological contracts did not significantly predict work-to-family conflict.
However, the main effects of transactional contracts and job insecurity was
significantly related to work-to-family conflict, F (8 , 234) = 6.0, p < .05.
Transactional psychological contracts and job insecurity accounted for 4% and
4%, respectively, of the variance in work-to-family conflict. Both job insecurity
(P = -.19, p < .05) and transactional psychological contracts (P = .21, p < .05)
demonstrated significant effects on work-to-family conflict.

Table 13
Summary o f H ierarchical M ultiple Regression A nalysis f o r Transactional Psychological Contracts and Job Insecurity on Strain
and W ork-to-Family Conflict

Strain
Predictors
Step 1

R2

AR2

Work-to-familv conflict
fi

R2

.04

AR2

fi

.10**

Age

-.06

Number of hours worked

-.05

.11

Number of children

.30* *

-.05

.09

Group 1

-.17*

-.27**

Group 2

-.09

-.42**

Income

-.03

.25**

Step 2

.10**

.05**

Job insecurity
Step 3

.13**

.03**

-.19**
.18

.04**

.20**
.13

.00

.21**
.18

-.05

.01
.08
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Job insecurity X Transactional psychological contracts

.04**

-.21**

Transactional psychological contracts
Step 4

.14

Adjusted R2

.10

.15

Note. N = 234. All standardized Beta weights are from the final equation. Adjusted R2 is from Step 4. Group 1 was coded as online participants; Group 2 was
coded as student participants. The baseline group was the automotive group. Transactional contracts range from 1-5, higher scores indicate a higher
transactional psychological contract. Strain range from 1-4, higher scores indicate more strain. Work-to-family conflict range from 1-5, higher score indicate
higher conflict. Job insecurity range from 1-3, higher scores indicate higher job security.
* p < 0.05. * * p < 0.01.
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Hypothesis 11
To test for the moderation effect of transactional psychological contracts
on the relationship between strain and work-to-family conflict, a hierarchical
multiple regression analysis was conducted (see Table 14). The control variables
(R2 =10 , p < .05) were entered in the first step of the regression equation (Model

1). The independent variable (strain) was entered into the second step, AR2 =.04,
AF (1, 227) = 11.0, jd < .05. The moderator (transactional psychological
contracts) variable was entered into the third step, AR2 =.03, AF (1, 226) = 8.3, p
< .05. The fourth step involves entering the two-way interaction term (i.e., crossproducts of independent and moderator variable). This interaction model tested
for the moderator psychological contracts and included a term representing the
Transactional Psychological Contracts X Strain interaction. This test was not
significant, AF2 = 00, AF(1, 226) = .30, p >.05. The interaction between
transactional psychological contracts and job insecurity did not significantly
predict strain. However, the main effects of transactional contracts and job
insecurity was significantly related to strain, F ( 8, 234) = 5.7, p < .05. Strain and
transactional psychological contracts accounted for 4% and 3%, respectively, of
the variance in work-to-family conflict. Both strain (P = -.11, p < .05) and
transactional psychological contracts (P = .20, p < .05) demonstrated significant
effects on work-to-family conflict.
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Table 14
Summary o f H ierarchical M ultiple Regression Analysis f o r Transactional
Psychological Contracts and Strain on W ork-to-Family Conflict

Work-to-familv conflict
Predictors
Step 1

R2

AR2

f

. 10 **

Age

-.04

Number of hours worked

.28**

Number of children

.10

Group 1

-.21 *
_ 39 **

Group 2

24**

Income
Step 2

j4**

04**
17**

Strain
Step 3

17**

.03**

Transactional psychological contracts
Step 4

.2 0 **
.17

Strain X Transactional psychological

.00

-.04

contracts
Adjusted R2

.14

Note. N = 234. All standardized Beta weights are from the final equation. Adjusted R2 is from
Step 4. Group 1 was coded as online participants; Group 2 was coded as student participants. The
baseline group was the automotive group. Transactional contracts range from 1-5, higher scores
indicate a higher transactional psychological contract. Strain range from 1-4, higher scores
indicate more strain. Work-to-family conflict range from 1-5, higher score indicate higher
conflict.
* p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01.
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Hypothesis 12
To test for the moderation effect of relational psychological contracts on
the relationship between job insecurity and strain, a hierarchical multiple
regression analysis was conducted (see Table 15). The control variables (R2 =.04,
p > .05) were entered in the first step of the regression equation (Model 1). The

independent variable (job insecurity) was entered into the second step, AR2 =.05,
AF (1, 227) = 13.0, p < .05. The moderator (relational psychological contracts)
variable was entered into the third step, AR2 =.03, AF (1,226) = 6.7, p - .01. The
fourth step involves entering the two-way interaction term (i.e., cross-products of
independent and moderator variable). This interaction model tested for the
moderator relational psychological contracts and included a term representing the
Relational Psychological Contracts X Job Insecurity interaction. This test was not
significant, A/?2 =.00, AF (1, 225) = .49, p >.05. The linear combination of job
insecurity and relational psychological contracts did not significantly predict
strain. However, the main effects of relational psychological contracts and job
insecurity was significantly related to strain, F (8 , 234) = 3.9, p < .05. Job
insecurity and relational psychological contracts accounted for 5% and 3%,
respectively, of the variance in strain. Both job insecurity (P = -.15, p < .05) and
relational psychological contracts (p = -.19, p < .05) demonstrated significant
effects on strain.
Hypothesis 13
To test for the moderation effect of relational psychological contracts on
the relationship between job insecurity and work-to-family conflict, a hierarchical
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multiple regression analysis was conducted (see Table 15). The control variables
(R2 = 10, p < .05) were entered in the first step of the regression equation (Model

1). The independent variable (job insecurity) was entered into the second step,
AR2 =.04, AF (1, 227) = 12.0, p < .05. The moderator (relational psychological
contracts) variable was entered into the third step, AR =01, AF (1, 226) = 3.3, p
>.05. The fourth step involves entering the two-way interaction term (i.e., crossproducts of independent and moderator variable). This interaction model tested
for the moderator relational psychological contracts and included a term
representing the Relational Psychological Contracts X Job Insecurity interaction.
This test was not significant, AR2 =.00, AF (1, 225) = .59, p >.05. The interaction
between job insecurity and relational psychological contracts did not significantly
predict work-to-family conflict. However, job insecurity did have a significant
relationship with work-to-family conflict (P = -.16, p < .05).

Table 15
Summary o f H ierarchical M ultiple Regression Analysis f o r Relational Psychological Contracts an d Job Insecurity on Strain
and Work-to-Family Conflict

Strain
Predictors
Step 1

R2

AR2

Work-to-familv conflict
fi

.04

R2

AR2

J3

.10**

Age

-.08

Number of hours worked

-.07

.09

.27**

Number of children

- .03

.10

Group 1

-.16

-.25**

Group 2

-.11

-.42**

Income

-.06

.23**

Step 2

.10**

.05**

Job insecurity
Step 3

. 12 **

.03**

-.16*
.15

.01

-.20**
.12

.00

-.14
.15

-.05

.00
-.05
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Job insecurity X Relational psychological contracts

.04**

-.15*

Relational psychological contracts
Step 4

.14**

Adjusted R2

.09

.12

Note. N = 234. All standardized Beta weights are from the final equation. Adjusted R2 is from Step 4. Group 1 was coded as online participants; Group 2
was coded as student participants. The baseline group was the automotive group. Strain range from 1-4, higher scores indicate more strain. Job insecurity
range from 1-3, higher scores indicate higher job security. Relational psychological contracts range from 1-5, higher scores indicate a higher relational
psychological contract.
* p < 0.05. **/>< 0.01.
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Hypothesis 14
To test for the moderation effect of relational psychological contracts on
the relationship between strain and work-to-family conflict, a hierarchical
multiple regression analysis was conducted (see Table 16). The control variables
fy

(R =.10 , p < .05) were entered in the first step of the regression equation (Model

1). The independent variable (strain) was entered into the second step, A/?2 =.04,
AF (1, 227) = 11.0,/? < .05. The moderator (relational psychological contracts)
variable was entered into the third step, AR2 =.02, AF (1,226) = 6.1,/? < .05. The
fourth step involves entering the two-way interaction term (i.e., cross-products of
independent and moderator variable). This interaction model tested for the
moderator relational psychological contracts and included a term representing the
Relational Psychological Contracts X Job Insecurity interaction. This test was not
significant, AR2 =.00, AF (1, 225) = .06,/? >.05. The interaction between strain
and relational psychological contracts did not significantly predict work-tofamily conflict. However, the main effects of relational psychological contracts
and strain was significantly related to job insecurity, F ( 8, 234) = 5.4, p < .05.
Strain and relational psychological contracts accounted for 4% and 5%,
respectively, of the variance in job insecurity. Both strain ((3 = .17,/? < .05) and
relational psychological contracts (p = -.16,/? < .05) demonstrated significant
effects on job insecurity.
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Table 16
Summary o f H ierarchical M ultiple Regression Analysis f o r Relational
P sychological Contracts and Strain on Work-to-Family Conflict

Work-to-familv conflict
Predictors

R2

Step 1

. 10 **

AR2

P

Age

-.06

Number of hours worked

.26**

Number of children

.11

Group 1

-.2 1 *

Group 2

_ 4 0 **

Income

.23**

Step 2

j4**

04**

Strain
Step 3

.17**
.16*

.02 *
-.16*

Relational psychological contracts
Moderator effects

.16

Strain X Relational psychological

.00
.02

contracts
Adjusted R 2

.13

Note. N = 234. All standardized Beta weights are from the final equation. Adjusted R2 is from
Step 4. Group 1 was coded as online participants; Group 2 was coded as student participants. The
baseline group was the automotive group. Strain range from 1-4, higher scores indicate more
strain. Work-to-family conflict range from 1-5, higher score indicate higher conflict.. Relational
psychological contracts range from 1-5, higher scores indicate a higher relational psychological
contract.
* p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01.
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Hypothesis 15
To test for the moderation effect of role ambiguity on the relationship
between strain and job insecurity, a hierarchical multiple regression analysis was
conducted (see Table 17). The control variables (R2 =.04, p > .05) were entered in
the first step of the regression equation (Model 1). The independent variable (job
insecurity) was entered into the second step, AR2 = 05, AF(1, 227) = 13.0,/j <
.05. The moderator (role ambiguity) variable was entered into the third step, AR
=.04, AF (1, 226) = 9.8, p < .05. The fourth step involves entering the two-way
interaction term (i.e., cross-products of independent and moderator variable).
This interaction model tested for the moderator role ambiguity and included a
term representing the Role Ambiguity X Job Insecurity interaction. This test was
not significant, AR1 =.00, AF (1, 225) = .15, p >.05. The interaction between job
insecurity and relational psychological contracts did not significantly predict
strain. However, the main effects of role ambiguity and job insecurity was
significantly related to strain, F (8 , 234) = 4.3, p < .05. Job insecurity and role
ambiguity accounted for 5% and 4%, respectively, of the variance in strain. Both
job insecurity (P = -. 15, p < .05) and role ambiguity (p = .22, p < .05)
demonstrated significant effects on strain.
Hypothesis 16
To test for the moderation effect of role ambiguity on the
relationship job insecurity and work-to-family conflict, a hierarchical multiple
regression analysis was conducted (see Table 17). The control variables (R2 =.10,
p < .05) were entered in the first step of the regression equation (Model 1). The
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independent variable (job insecurity) was entered into the second step, AR2 =.04,
AF(1, 227) = 12.0, p < .05. The moderator (role ambiguity) variable was entered
into the third step, A/?2 =.01, AF(1, 226) = 2.0, p < .05. The fourth step involves
entering the two-way interaction term (i.e., cross-products of independent and
moderator variable). This interaction model tested for the moderator role
ambiguity and included a term representing the Role Ambiguity X Job Insecurity
interaction. This test was significant, AR2 = 01, AF (1,225) = 3.9, p = .05. The
interaction between job insecurity and relational psychological contracts
significantly predicted work-to-family conflict. Specifically, when role ambiguity
was low the relationship between job insecurity and work-to-family conflict was
stronger than when role ambiguity was high (see Figure 12). Values of the
moderator variable were chosen at 1 SD above and below the mean.

Table 17
Summary o f H ierarchical M ultiple Regression A nalysis f o r Role Am biguity and Job Insecurity on Strain and Work-to
-Fam ily Conflict

Strain
Predictors
Step 1

R2

AR2

Work-to-familv conflict
fi

R2

.04

AR2

fi

.10**

Age

-.08

Number of hours worked

-.06

.07

Number of children

.26**

-.03

Group 1

.08

-.18*

-.26**

Group 2

-.13

-.43**

Income

-.04

.24**

Step 2

.10**

.05**

Step 3
Role ambiguity

.04**

-.15*
.13**

.04**

-.18**
.15

.22**

.01
.10

RESULTS 136

Job insecurity

.14**

Step 4
Job insecurity X Role ambiguity

.13

Adjusted R2

.10

.00

.16
.03

.01*
.12*

.13

Note. N - 234. AE standardized Beta weights are from the final equation. Adjusted R2 is from Step 4. Group 1 was coded as online
participants; Group 2 was coded as student participants. The baseline group was the automotive group. Strain range from 1-4, higher scores
indicate more strain. Job insecurity range from 1-3, higher scores indicate higher job security. Role ambiguity range from 1-5, higher scores
indicate higher ambiguity.
* p < 0.05. * * p < 0 .0 1 .
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Figure 12. Interaction between role ambiguity and job insecurity on work-tofamily conflict.
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Hypothesis 17
To test for the moderation between role ambiguity on the relationship
strain and work-to-family conflict, a hierarchical multiple regression analysis was
conducted (see Table 18). The control variables (R1 = 10, p < .05) were entered in
the first step of the regression equation (Model 1). The independent variable
(strain) was entered into the second step, AR2 = 04, F (1, 227) = 11.0, p < .05.
The moderator (role ambiguity) variable was entered into the third step, A/J2 = 01,
F (1, 226) = 3.2, p < .05. The fourth step involves entering the two-way

interaction term (i.e., cross-products of independent and moderator variable).
This interaction model tested for the moderator role ambiguity and included a
term representing the Role Ambiguity X Strain interaction. This test was not
significant, AR2 =.00, F ( l , 225) = .20, p <.05. The interaction between strain and
role ambiguity did not significantly predict work-to-family conflict. However,
strain did have a significant relationship with work-to-family conflict (p = .18, p
< .05).
Table 19 shows a summary of the findings for all hypotheses. As
illustrated in the table, support was shown for Hypothesis 1 (job insecurity was
positively related to work-to-family conflict), Hypothesis 2 (job strain mediated
the relationship between job insecurity and work-to-family conflict), and
Hypothesis 8 (role ambiguity moderated the relationship between job insecurity
and work-to-family conflict). Support was not shown for the individual and
organizational variables (organizational work-family culture and work locus of
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control), as well as one of the situational variables (psychological contracts), as
moderators between job insecurity and work-to-family conflict.
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Table 18
Summary o f H ierarchical M ultiple Regression Analysis f o r Role Am biguity and
Strain on Work-to-Family Conflict

Work-to-familv conflict
Predictors

R2

Step 1

.10**

AR2

Age

fi

-.06

Number of hours worked

.23 **

Number of children

.10

Group 1

-.21*

Group 2

-.40**

Income

.24**

Step 2

.14**

.04**

Strain
Step 3

.19**
.15

.01

Role ambiguity
Step 4
Strain X Role ambiguity

. 11
.15

.00
-.03

Adjusted R2_____________________ .12 _______________________
Note. N —234. All standardized Beta weights are from the final equation. Adjusted R2 is from
Step 4. Group 1 was coded as online participants; Group 2 was coded as student participants. The
baseline group was the automotive group. Strain range from 1-4, higher scores indicate more
strain. Work-to-family conflict range from 1-5, higher score indicate higher conflict. Role
ambiguity range from 1-5, higher scores indicate higher ambiguity.
* p < 0.05. * * p < 0.01.

RESULTS 142
Table 19
Summary o f the Supported Findings fo r Hypotheses

Hypothesis

Supported

Hypothesis 1: Job insecurity has a positive
relationship with work-to-family conflict for
employees.

Yes

Hypothesis 2: Job strain mediates the
relationship between job insecurity and workto-family conflict of employees.

Partially

Hypothesis 8 : The relationship between j ob
insecurity and work-to-family conflict will
depend on work-role ambiguity; such that the
relationship will be more positive for
employees with high role ambiguity than
employees with low role ambiguity.

Yes
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Post-H oc Analyses

The failure to find support for the majority of the moderators in this study
should not be taken as evidence against their importance because support was
found for the main effects of many of the moderators and job insecurity on workto-family conflict. As a result, in the post-hoc analyses a multiple regression
analysis was conducted to determine the importance of these variables in
predicting work-to-family conflict. The control variables were entered first (R2 —
.10, p < .05). The independent variables were entered in the second step, R 2 = .20,
F (13, 234) = 4.7, p < .05. Job insecurity was entered in the third step, R 2 = .21,
F (13, 234) = 4.6, p > .05. The results indicated that independent variables

together with the five control variables, was significantly related to work-tofamily conflict. Specifically, work-family organizational culture accounted for
unique variance in work-to-family conflict (p = -.11, p < .05). For every one unit
increase in work-family organizational culture, there was a corresponding .17
unit decrease in work-to-family conflict.
The final analysis involved a deeper examination of role ambiguity, the
only moderator that was found significant between the relationship of job
insecurity and work-to-family conflict. A t-test revealed significant differences
on job insecurity for lower (less than $88,814) versus higher income (greater than
$88,814) levels, t (207) = -3.25, p = .001. The mean was chosen as a way to
dichotomize income because it was based on the regression plots that were
created to interpret the moderation effect. Cohen et al. (2003) suggests to choose
groups at low (-1 SD from the mean) and high (1 SD from the mean) values of
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the continuous variable to create the regression plots. Therefore, in order to stay
consistent with how the regression plots were created the mean was used to split
the income levels into higher income versus lower income employees.
Employees with lower income reported lower job security (M =1.68, SD =
1.02) than employees with higher income (M = 2.09, SD = .97). For that reason,
income was examined as a possible variable which may interact with role
ambiguity to affect the relationship between job insecurity and work-to-family
conflict. Analysis confirmed the three-way interaction between income, role
ambiguity, and job insecurity and work-to-family conflict (see Table 20).
Specifically, it was found that the relationship for lower income employees
between job security and work-to-family conflict is stronger when employees
have low role ambiguity than high role ambiguity (see Figure 12). Further, the
relationship for higher income employees between job security and work-tofamily conflict is stronger when employees have high role ambiguity than low
role ambiguity (see Figure 13). However, in order to determine whether these
differences for low versus high role ambiguity were significant, t-tests were
conducted. T-tests were used to test the means for higher income and lower
income employees across role ambiguity (low vs. high) and job insecurity (low
vs. high) on work-to-family conflict. In the higher income group, t-tests did not
reveal significant differences for low versus high role ambiguity on work-tofamily conflict for employees with low job security, t (33) = -.621, p >.05. In the
higher income group, t-tests also did not reveal significant differences for low
versus high role ambiguity on work-to-family conflict for employees with high
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job security, t (59) = .741, p >.05. Furthermore, in the lower income group, t-tests
did not reveal significant differences for low versus high role ambiguity on workto-family conflict for employees with low job security, t (80) = -.280, p >.05.
However, in the lower income group, marginal significance was found for low
versus high role ambiguity on work-to-family conflict for employees with high
job security, t (84) = -1.75, p = .08.
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Table 20
Summary o f H ierarchical M ultiple Regression A nalysis fo r Income, Role
Ambiguity and Job Insecurity on Work-to-Family Conflict

Work-to-family conflict
Predictors

R

Step 1

.07*4

AR

fi

-.07

Age
Education

.26**

Number of hours worked

.08

Number of children

.26**

Group 1

. 44 **

Group 2

.18**

Step 2

.15

.08
.1 8 * *

Job insecurity

.08

Role Ambiguity
Step 3

.17

.03

Income X Job insecurity

-.01

Income X Role ambiguity

-.18

Role ambiguity X Job insecurity

.10

Step 4

.20

.03**
-.19*

Income X Role ambiguity X Job
insecurity
Adjusted R2

.16

Note. N - 234. All standardized Beta weights are from the final equation. Adjusted R2 is from
Step 4. Group 1 was coded as online participants; Group 2 was coded as student participants. The
baseline group was the automotive group. Work-to-family conflict range from 1-5, higher score
indicate higher conflict. Job insecurity range from 1-3, higher scores indicate higher job security.
Role ambiguity range from 1-5, higher scores indicate higher ambiguity.
* p < 0 . 0 5 . * * p <0.01.
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Lower Income Group

—

Low Role Ambiguity
High Role Ambiguity

Job Security

Figure 13.Three-way interaction between role ambiguity and job security on
work-to-family conflict
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Higher Income Group
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Figure 14. Three-way interaction between role ambiguity and job security on
work-to-family conflict.
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CHAPTER X
Discussion
The purpose of this study was to examine strain as a mediator in the
relationship between job insecurity and work-to-family conflict. Additionally,
individual, situational, and organizational variables were examined as potential
moderators in the relationship between job insecurity and work-to-family
conflict. The individual moderator examined was work locus of control, the
situational moderators examined were role ambiguity and psychological
contracts, and the organizational moderator examined was perceptions of
organizational work-family culture.
Job Insecurity and Work-to-Family Conflict

The study confirmed previous findings of one other study that job
insecurity has a positive relationship with work-to-family conflict (Jansen, Kant,
Kristenson, & Nijhuis, 2003). A significant methodological shortcoming of the
Jansen et al. (2003) study was that job insecurity was assessed with a single item
which simply asked respondents whether they experience job insecurity: yes or
no. The current study used Probst’s nine-item measure of job insecurity which
asked respondents what the future of their job is like in the organization (i.e.
secure, well-established, etc). Thus providing a higher level of confidence in
regards to reliability (the higher number of items on a scale, the more reliable the
measure).
Additionally, the Jansen et al. (2003) study was conducted on a Dutch
sample. Therefore, the theory that job insecurity has negative effects on work-to-
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family conflict had been confirmed solely in a Dutch cultural context. The
present study, which was conducted in the United States, duplicated these
findings in an American cultural context as well.
Moreover, a strength of the present study is that its generalizability is
strong, in that respondents were not recruited from any single source but instead
came from a variety of workers obtained from three diverse sample sources. The
participants came from the education, manufacturing, health, finance, high-tech,
and automotive industries, as well as other areas.
The findings in this study not only have implications for employees’
functioning and behavior, but also for their family members’. In fact, research has
shown that job insecurity and job-related stress have deleterious effects on family
members and family functioning (Wilson, Larson, & Stone, 1993). For example,
a study by Barling, Zacharatos, and Hepburn (1999) found that parents’ job
insecurity negatively affected children’s academic performance. Furthermore, a
study by Stewart and Barling (1996) found that father’s job dissatisfaction
mediated the relationship between job insecurity and work-to-family conflict.
Lastly, the present study contributes to the work-family literature by extending
the organizational antecedents associated with work-to-family conflict to include
perceptions of job insecurity. The implications of these findings will be
addressed.
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Job Strain as M ediator o f Job Insecurity and Work-to-Family Conflict

Globalization, new technologies, downsizing, and shifts from
manufacturing to service-based economies have resulted in a decrease of job
security for many employees (Howard, 1995). It is hypothesized that in order for
organizations to stay competitive they must be able to respond quickly to
fluctuations in the market. One way to do so is to maintain a flexible workforce
thus making it difficult to offer promises of job security. As a result, a great
number of employees may be in positions with little to no job security which has
been found to have negative implications on work-family outcomes. Specifically,
this study has found that the job insecurity negatively affects work-to-family
conflict via job strain.
This is the first study to show a possible mechanism through which job
insecurity negatively affects work-to-family conflict. Additionally, empirical
support is shown for job insecurity acting as a stressor. In fact, studies examining
the effects of job insecurity have mainly used a stressor-strain framework, where
job insecurity is defined as the stressor which leads to strain outcomes (Nolan,
Wichert, & Burchell, 2000). Because stressors are expected to result in strain (Jex
& Beehr, 1991; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), within this framework, job insecurity
was hypothesized and confirmed to lead to higher levels of strain.
M oderators between Job Insecurity and Work - to-Family Conflict

The failure to find support for the majority of the moderators in this study
should not be taken as evidence against their importance because support was
found for the main effects of many of the moderators and job insecurity on work-
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to-family conflict. Specifically, work-family organizational culture was found to
be the strongest predictor of work-family conflict. Although few studies have
examined the effects of organizational, the literature agrees that perceptions of a
supportive work-family organizational culture has positive effects on workfamily outcomes and can be effective in reducing work-family conflict (Eby,
Casper, Lockwood, Bordeaux, & Brinley, 2005). A supportive workfamily organizational culture can help employees deal with the burden of
managing work and family roles by providing resources that directly assist them
with managing the two roles. Additionally, a supportive work-family
organizational culture may indirectly influence the degree to which employees
utilize family-friendly policies and benefits that axe available in the organization.
Therefore, this study shows support for work-family organizational culture as a
strong predictor of work-to-family conflict and the need for further investigation
to develop a better understanding of its functioning.
Organizational Work-Family Culture

The study found support for perceptions of organizational work-family
culture and job insecurity as significant predictors of work-to-family conflict, but
did not find support for organizational work-family culture acting as a moderator
between job insecurity and work-to-family conflict. The failure to find support
for the moderating role of organizational work-family culture can be attributed to
several factors. The first may be its relationship with income. In this study,
income was positively correlated with perceptions of a supportive work-family
culture; employees with higher incomes reported higher levels of a supportive
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organizational work-family culture. As a result, they may have developed
expectations that their organization is supportive of work-family issues and thus
culture may no longer play a strong role in influencing their work-family
outcomes. However, post-hoc analysis revealed that in lower income jobs (less
than $40,000 a year) perceptions of organizational work-family culture did play a
moderating role between job insecurity and work-to-family conflict. Therefore,
when income levels are low, organizational work-family culture plays a role in
mitigating the negative effects of job insecurity on work-to-family conflict. In
contrast, employees with lower income have fewer resources to deal with workfamily issues and thus may depend on a supportive work-family organizational
culture to help them balance their work and family lives. Additionally, they may
be in jobs that have less access to formal workplace supports. Therefore, a
supportive work-family organizational culture may be crucial more to low
income employees in managing their work and family lives than to high-income
employees. The finding that organizational work-family culture plays a larger
role for low-income employees may be partially explained by differences in
education levels.
In this study, income was positively related to education. Employees with
low levels of education have limited employment options; as a result they do not
have as much leverage in selecting organizations that offer supportive workfamily cultures. Their negotiating power is decreased resulting in fewer
expectations from their organizations. In contrast, an employee with a higher
level of education will have more options and more influence over the terms of
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the employment relationship (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). This includes
negotiating work-family allowances or self-selecting into organizations which
offer a supportive work-family organizational culture.
Perception versus actual utilization of work-family supports may offer a
second explanation for the failure to find support for organizational work-family
culture as a moderator between job insecurity and work-to-family conflict. An
organization’s work-family organizational culture is considered supportive if it
has is an overarching belief structure supportive of employees with family
responsibilities (Warren & Johnson, 1995). This includes offering benefits and
policies such as flextime, telecommuting, job sharing, and childcare centers to
assist employees in balancing their work and family lives. Although a workfamily organizational culture may be perceived as supportive, employees may not
utilize these benefits or fully take advantage of their availability in fear of
jeopardizing their jobs. This has been supported by literature which found that
employees do not utilize work-family benefits because of fear of negative
consequences to their jobs (Hammonds, 1997; Morris, 1997).
A survey of female university faculty showed that 77% feared that taking
maternity leave would hinder them professionally and only 30% reported taking
full leave (Finkel, Olswang, & She, 1994). Furthermore, a sample of engineers
employed at a Fortune 100 company reported reluctance in using work-family
benefits due to fear of negative effects on their careers (Perlow, 1995). In many
organizations, the amount of time employees spend at work is viewed as an
indicator of commitment and contribution which may be a second reason
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employees may not utilize supports (Perlow, 1995; Starrels, 1992). These values
or norms make employees reluctant to utilize work-family supports. Participating
in such work-family programs may indicate a lack of commitment, which could
result in negative performance appraisals (Perlow, 1995) invariably leading to
fewer promotions and less pay increases (Glass & Fujimoto, 1995). Therefore,
having a supportive work-family culture may not necessarily be indicative of
whether an employee, particularly one with low job insecurity, will utilize the
supports and reap the positive effects.
Work Locus o f Control

The study found support for work locus of control and job insecurity as
significant predictors of work-to-family conflict, but did not find support for the
moderating role of work locus of control. The failure to find support for work
locus of control as a moderator requires a deeper look into how the construct
works with regard to context. The correlations in this study suggest that higher
levels of work locus of control (higher external locus) are positively related to job
insecurity. This supports previous research which shows a relationship between
external locus of control and job insecurity (Ashford, Lee, & Bobko, 1989;
Orpen, 1992). Therefore, the more an employee feels that outside influences
control reinforcements, the higher their levels of job insecurity. Additionally,
research suggests that the effects of stressors are less salient on individuals with
an internal locus of control (Daniels & Guppy, 1994; Lu, Shu-Fang, Cooper, &
Spector, 2000).
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However, although an internal locus of control is usually associated with
positive outcomes, it may not be the case when control is outside the person’s
realm (Noor, 2002). For example, Krause and Stryoer (1984) found that
participants with an internal locus of control did not cope any better with work
stress than participants with an external locus of control, when faced with
uncontrollable stressors, such as unemployment, age discrimination, and job
pressure. As a result, employees with an internal locus of control may experience
more stress as a result of job insecurity if they believe that they cannot do
anything about it. In an organizational setting, the degree to which employees
control their level of job insecurity is low since job insecurity is influenced by
environmental conditions such as the job market, performance of the
organization, and type of industry. As a result, in this context, different levels of
work locus of control do not moderate the relationship between job insecurity
(uncontrollable stressors) and work-to-family conflict.
Another viable reason for the lack of moderation findings may be that
work locus of control only moderates the relationship between a stressor and
strain outcome if the stressor is chronic and long-lasting. In fact, research
suggests that personality factors are significant when job insecurity is longlasting and perceived as a chronic stressor (Roskies & Louis-Guerin, 1990).
Unfortunately, this study did not examine whether job insecurity was a chronic
stressor.
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Psychological Contracts

The study found support for transactional psychological contracts and job
insecurity as predictors of work-to-family conflict but did not find relational
psychological contracts as a predictor of work-to-family conflict. Moreover, the
study did not find support for psychological contracts as a moderator between job
insecurity and work-to-family conflict. The lack of moderation findings can be
attributed to several factors. To begin with, it was not specifically indicated
whether employees had expectations for job security. Neither the relational
contract measure nor the transactional contract measure contained questions
which specifically addressed job security expectations. As a result, it was
uncertain whether employees had expectations of job security and, more
importantly, whether these expectation were met. The level of expectations for
job security and whether the expectations were met determine reactions and
attitudes.
Furthermore, employees, regardless of contract type, may not have
expectations for job security. The reason is that changes in the workplace have
lowered employees’ expectations for job security. Research shows that both
employers and employees have decreased their expectations for long-term
employment (Kissler, 1994; O'Reilly, 1994; Parks & Kidder, 1994; Stroh, Brett,
& Reilly, 1994).
One of the most recent studies which examined contract holders’
expectations of job security occurred in 1999 (Baruch & Hind, 1999). They found
that employees who held psychological contracts that were relational in nature
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had developed expectations for job security. However, this study was conducted
seven years ago. Since then drastic changes in the workplace have occurred that
profoundly impact the working relationships between employers and employees
(Herriot & Anderson, 1997; Howard, 1995). Changes in the economy,
technology, and globalization require employers to restructure, downsize and
minimize their work force while still maximizing productivity, commitment and
efficiency (Burack, Burack, Miller, & Morgan, 1994; Hilltrop, 1996).
Organizations desire a match between the size of the workforce and amount of
work to be done (Nollen, 2001), as well as the ability to quickly respond to
fluctuations in the market demand. The old psychological contract involved the
employer acting as a caretaker of the employee. However, the new psychological
contract is being influenced by conflicting interests; the loss of job security
coupled with demands from the employer to be more flexible, creative and
willing to go over and above formal expectations or contracts of employments
(Hartely, Jackson, Klandermans, & Van Vuuren, 1995).
As a result, employees, regardless of contract type, may not have
developed expectations for job security. Therefore, the negative effects of job
insecurity may not be as salient because a breach in the contract has not occurred.
“Perceived breach represents a cognitive assessment of contract fulfilment that is
based on an employee’s perception of what each party has promised and provided
to each other,” (Morrison & Robinson, 1997, p. 230). If the psychological
contract is not met, the employee will react with a strong emotional response
(Morrison & Robinson, 1997). Violation involves deep, negative emotional
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responses to breach (Raja et al., 2004). For example, this breach may result in a
decrease in trust in their employers, lower job satisfaction, anger, frustration,
reduced employee commitment, and increased turnover intentions (Robinson &
Rousseau, 1994; Rousseau & Parks, 1993).
An additional factor accounting for the lack of significant interaction
effects between job insecurity and psychological contracts on work-to-family
conflict may be a result of the characteristics of the psychological contract.
Specifically, the degree of scope is an important dimension that may account for
the non-significant findings. Scope is defined as, “the extent to which the
boundary between one’s employment relationship and other aspects of one’s life
is seen as permeable,” (McLean Parks, Kidder, & Gallagher, 1998, p. 707). If the
psychological contract is wide in scope, it will play a role in the importance of
the employee to the employer (Guzzo, Noonan, & Elron, 1994). Scope may be
dependent on the nature of the work: for example, a factory worker has a narrow
scope in that he/she is theoretically free from work constraints when he/she
leaves the organization. In contrast, a police officer has a much wider scope in
that her/his obligation to enforce the law carries over into her/his private life
(McLean Parks, Kidder, & Gallagher, 1998), which may have implications for
work-family outcomes. In this regard, the concept of spillover is essential in
understanding the scope of the psychological contract. A psychological contract
with a broad scope is one in which work easily spills over onto private life,
whereas in a psychological contract with a narrow scope there is little spillover
from work and private life. This spillover has been referred to as the
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pervasiveness of the psychological contract (Guzzo, et al. 1994). Guzzo (1994)
hypothesizes that the scope of the contract determines how much “life space” is
taken up. Therefore, the level of scope can have implications for work-family
issues in that a psychological contract wide in scope may interfere with fulfilling
family responsibilities resulting in higher levels of work-family conflict. As a
result, psychological contracts with a wide scope may not serve as a buffer
between the effects of job insecurity on work-to-family conflict.
The final possible explanation for the lack of moderation effects amongst
all of the individual and organizational variables with job insecurity may be
sample size. To begin with, there are only a small number of published studies
which have observed moderating effects (Aguinis, Beaty, Boik, & Pierce, 2005)
and the effect sizes for moderators tend to be quite small (Chaplin, 1991).
Furthermore, if the interaction effect is small, a large sample is needed to detect
the moderation effect. In this study, a medium effect size (R2 = .15) was expected
and a power analysis was conducted accordingly which resulted in an N of 224.
However, if a small effect size was expected (R2= .02), which is more
realistic for an interaction, the sample size required would have dramatically
increased to N = 1641. The power analysis revealed that with my current sample
size (N = 264), I only had a power of .70 to detect a small effect (R2 = .02). This
may explain why the moderation could not be detected. Alternatively, even when
the p value was decreased to .10, additional significant interactions were not
detected. As a result, a Type II error (declaring that there is no significant effect
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when there is an effect) may have resulted. In other words, the study may have
not had enough power to detect the smallest effects 80% of the time.
In the present study, one significant moderator was detected, even with a
sample size of 224 and a p value of .05. The study confirmed that role ambiguity
moderated the relationship between job insecurity and work-to-family conflict.
This finding may be an outcome of chance resulting in a Type I error (declaring a
significant effect when in fact there is no effect). However, since the relationship
between role ambiguity and job insecurity on work-to-family conflict was
hypothesized a prio ri and was based on past research this may provide some
confidence that a Type I error was not committed.
Role Am biguity

The finding that role ambiguity served as a moderator of the relationship
between job insecurity and work-to-family conflict is an important finding. It
shows support for the buffering effects of role ambiguity. Specifically, it was
found that the relationship between job insecurity and work-to-family conflict is
stronger for employees with low role ambiguity than employees with high role
ambiguity. Employees with high job insecurity reported similar levels of work-tofamily conflict across different levels of role ambiguity (high vs. low).
The low role ambiguity group reported a mean of 3.16 and the high role
ambiguity group reported a mean of 3.14. In contrast, employees with low job
insecurity reported different levels of work-to-family conflict across different
levels of role ambiguity (high vs. low). The low role ambiguity group reported a
mean of 2.40 and the high role ambiguity group reported a mean of 3.34. In that
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lower levels of role ambiguity resulted in decreased work-to-family conflict for
employees with low job insecurity. It is important to note that although the
practical significance of the findings are rather small, typically in work-family
research the amount of variance accounted for is on a similar level.
Further analysis was conducted to provide insight as to the findings and to
possibly explain why employees with high job insecurity reported similar levels
of work-to-family conflict regardless of level of role ambiguity. One possible
explanation is that job level may influence the effects of role ambiguity. In fact,
research has found that job level moderated the effect of role ambiguity on
employees’ performance (Jackson & Schuler, 1985). Unfortunately, the vast
majority (70%) of participants in the present study were not in managerial roles,
making it impossible to test job level as a valid indicator. However, income is a
possible valid indicator of level of job responsibility. Higher income levels are
typically positively correlated with job level, indicating higher levels of
responsibilities. For this reason, income was examined as a possible variable
which may interact with role ambiguity to affect the relationship between job
insecurity and work-to-family conflict. Specifically, the relationship between job
insecurity and work-to-family conflict is stronger for lower-income employees
with high levels of role ambiguity than employees with low levels of role
ambiguity. However, when income was high, the relationship between job
insecurity and work-to-family conflict is stronger for employees with low levels
of role ambiguity than high levels of role ambiguity. These contradictory findings
were a challenge to reconcile, but were explained upon further investigation.
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Further investigation revealed that for higher-income employees (income
greater than $88,813), the difference in work-to-family conflict across the
different levels of job insecurity (low vs. high) and role ambiguity (low vs. high)
was not significant. Specifically, when income was high, there was not a
significant difference between employees with low role ambiguity versus high
role ambiguity on work-to-family conflict, regardless of job insecurity levels.
Therefore role ambiguity did not play a significant moderating role in the
relationship between job insecurity and work-to-family conflict for high income
employees.
In contrast, in the 3-way interaction, role ambiguity did play a moderating
role between job insecurity and work-to-family conflict for low income
employees under certain circumstances. When job insecurity was high, there
were no significant differences on work-to-family conflict of employees with
high versus low role ambiguity. However, when job insecurity was low, there
was a marginal significant difference on work-to-family conflict of employees
with high versus low role ambiguity. Specifically, when job insecurity was low,
employees with high role ambiguity reported higher levels of work-to-family
conflict than employees with low role ambiguity.
Several factors can help explain why the higher income group did not
have any significant differences across levels of role ambiguity and job insecurity
on work-to-family conflict. The first reason may be that role ambiguity does not
play a significant role in determining attitudes of high-income employees. For
this particular group, role ambiguity may not be perceived as something stressful
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or threatening and thus does not negatively affect strain. Research holds that a
construct does not cause distress unless it is appraised as stressful or threatening
(Chang, 1998; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Tomaka, Blascovich, Kibler, & Ernst,
1997). This was confirmed by analysis which showed that role ambiguity did not
have a significant relationship with strain or work-to-family conflict for highincome employees. In contrast, role ambiguity was found to have a significant
relationship with strain and work-to-family conflict for lower-income employees.
Furthermore, it could be that higher-income employees did not perceive role
ambiguity as negative or stressful but as an inherent part of their jobs and thus
had lower expectations for clarity.
A related issue involves job autonomy, defined as the level of control over
how, when, and where employees do their work. Individuals in higher income
jobs may be in positions which require higher skills and have higher levels of
autonomy over their job responsibilities. Positions with higher levels of
autonomy are characterized by more certainty about their work processes
(Sawyer, 1992). Higher-income employees may have expectations as to what the
goals of their position are and more autonomy as to how they will meet those
goals. Although their job responsibilities may not be as clearly articulated and
described, the fact that their roles are ambiguous will give them more freedom as
to how they go about meeting the goals of the job.
A third explanation as to why high income employees’ levels of role
ambiguity and job insecurity did not significantly affect work-to-family conflict
may be due to the source of ambiguity. High-income employees may not have
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day-to-day interactions with their direct supervisors, therefore, there may be little
to no information as to what is expected from them on a daily basis. As a result,
ambiguity due to a lack of information from the role sender is something that
they have developed expectations for and thus have made accommodations to
meet performance expectations.
A fourth possible explanation as to why there were no differences
between the low-income and high-income groups may be ability, which is
defined as job-related skills. The higher the level of ability, the more effectively
employees are able to cope with role ambiguity (Sawyer, 1992). Furthermore, the
longer an employee is with an organization, the more time they have to develop
experience and skills. Therefore, there may be a direct relationship between
ability and tenure. In this study, tenure and income are positively correlated
which may indicate higher levels of experience. This finding can explain why
high-income employees do not experience the negative affects of role ambiguity.
They have had the time to develop more job-related skills and thus are able to
effectively cope with role ambiguity.
Lastly, several factors can explain why job insecurity did not play a
significant role in the relationship between role ambiguity and work-to-family
conflict for the high-income group. The first is that the high-income group may
not have perceived job insecurity as a stressor. In fact, in this study there was a
negative correlation between job insecurity and income. It could be that the work
environment of high-income employees may be more volatile and uncertain, and
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as a result they have become accustomed to job insecurity and thus do not
perceive it as a stressor.
A second factor is that the effects of job insecurity may not be as
pronounced for this group because they have an advantage in terms of education
and skill set in the job market. In fact, the correlations reveal that income and
education were positively correlated. Higher education levels make them more
competitive in the job market and give them more job options, thus minimizing
the negative effects of job insecurity on work-to-family conflict. Additionally,
high income employees may have more resources to deal with work-family
issues. For example, this group may experience lower levels of work-to-family
conflict because they are able to afford childcare assistance.
Limitations

Although the study findings extend previous research, it is important to
address potential limitations in the study. The first limitation for the study
concerns the self-report measures of all of the study variables. That is, common
method variance may account for some of the results (Jex & Bliese, 1999;
Spector, Van Katwyk, Brannick, & Chen, 1997). However, according to Spector
(1987) the prevalence of common method variance in industrial/organizational
(I/O) psychology research is not a major problem. This is largely dependent on
whether the measures were developed with appropriate designed scales and wellvalidated. Common method variance is usually a concern with measures that
have single-items or poorly constructed scales (Spector, 1987). All of the
measures in this study were made up of well-developed scales with multiple
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items and were empirically validated in the cultural context of interest by the
developer of the measures.
Second, although the self-report psychological strain measure provided a
strong indication of perceived strain, examining manifested strain would have
provided more insight as to the strain phenomena. Multi-methods such as diaries
(recording symptoms of strain regularly) and objective measures (e.g., blood
pressure tests, blood chemical analyses) would have provided information on
both perceived and manifested strain. Therefore, an area for future research
would be to adopt a systems approach, which considers both the behavioral and
medical science disciplines.
A third limitation is that only role ambiguity perception was assessed and
not the appraisal. A potential stressor will not cause stress unless it is appraised as
stressful or threatening (Chang, 1998; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Tomaka,
Blascovich, Kibler, & Ernst, 1997). For example, researchers have found that the
appraisal of role conflict as threatening is more highly associated with stress
outcomes than with the traditional measure of role conflict, which only examines
the existence of conflict (Siegall, 1999). In this study it was not determined
whether role ambiguity was viewed as a stressor, which may account for the lack
of significant findings for the high-income group. However, although in past
research role ambiguity was not directly appraised as something stressful it still
was consistently found to be related to negative affect (e.g., Lagace, 1988; Terry,
Nielson, & Perchard, 1993) and organizational (i.e. lowered employee
performance, higher turnover intentions, lowered job involvement) and individual
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outcomes (i.e., higher job dissatisfaction, tension, and work-family conflict)
(Fisher & Gitelson, 1983; Jackson & Schuler, 1985; Rizzo et al., 1970; Van Sell
et al., 1981, Bedeian et al., 1988; Greenhaus et al., 1989).
A fourth limitation in this study was that consideration was not given to
dual-income versus single-income earners. An employee who is the sole
generator of income in a family may have a stronger reaction to job insecurity
than an employee with a partner who also makes financial contributions to the
household. A single-income earner may experience more strain as a result of job
insecurity because they shoulder the entire burden of being the household
breadwinner. Furthermore, this lack of distinction between dual and single
earners has implications for the validity of the explanation as to why there were
no significant findings for high-income employees. In order to explain the
findings, assumptions were made as to what characterizes high income. These
assumptions may be premature in that the employees in this sample were
characterized as high-income solely based on their household income. It was not
known whether a partner supplemented their income.
However, although assumptions were made regarding high-income
employees, income level can still be used as an indicator of work-family
outcomes. In that it would be hypothesized, that the level of household income,
regardless of whether it is supplemented by a partner, determines the amount of
extrinsic resources that are available to balance work and family life. Therefore,
future research may want to examine the significance of income which may
provide a better indication of the effects of job insecurity on work-to-family
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conflict. For example, if an employee is in a job where their income is not a
significant contribution to the household income than the effects of job insecurity
may not be as pronounced for these individuals. Additionally, future research
may want to examine job level and how that influences employees’ reactions to
role ambiguity and job insecurity on work-to-family conflict.
Job investment, the extent to which an employee identifies with his or her
job (Kanungo, 1982; Lodahl & Kejner, 1965), was not examined in this study,
introducing a fourth limitation. A study conducted by Probst (2000) found job
investment to play a moderating role in consequences of job insecurity.
Specifically, the study found that employees who were more heavily invested in
their jobs were most negatively affected by job insecurity. In this study, job
investment may have explained the lack of significant differences on work-tofamily conflict for both the high-income and low-income groups when job
insecurity was high. However, although job investment would have provided
additional insight as to the relationship between job insecurity and work-tofamily conflict, it does not limit the importance of the current findings of the
study.
Finally, the cross-sectional design of the study leaves open the question
whether job insecurity predicts strain and work-to-family conflict or vice-versa.
Therefore, causal inferences cannot be made concerning the hypothesized
relationships in the study. Longitudinal research would have provided a more
accurate portrayal of the relationships depicted in the model. However, because
of the practical limitations of collecting data from employees in an organization
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longitudinal data was not an option in this study. This may explain why the
majority of researchers in the work-family field use cross-sectional designs.
An important limitation was that elder care responsibilities were
overlooked in this study. According to Brody (1985) taking care of elderly
parents is becoming a “normative experience” for middle-aged persons. Research
has found that employees who provide eldercare reported higher levels of
absenteeism, tardiness, work interruptions, and stress on the job and reported
lower levels of work performance, and opportunities for advancement (Pearlin,
1989; Chapman et al, 1994; Scharlach, 1994; Smith, Buffardi, & Holt, 1999).
Specifically, Smith et al. (1999) found that employees with eldercare
responsibilities missed more full days of work than employees without eldercare
responsibilities, and when work interfered with their eldercare responsibilities,
they had higher intentions to quit work. Additionally, Chapman et al. (1994)
found that employees who provided eldercare had higher absenteeism rates and
took more time off during the workday than did employees without eldercare
responsibilities. Moreover, Chapman et al. (1994) found a positive relationship
with elder care and work-family conflict.
However, a study by Neal et al. (1993) found that having multiple
caregiving roles, such as eldercare combined with childcare, was associated with
lower stress related specifically to eldercare responsibilities. According to the
authors this may be because dependents help one another, thus alleviating some
of the burden associated with caregiving. Additionally, they found that childcare
was a more consistent predictor of absenteeism and stress than eldercare.
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Therefore, controlling for number of children rather than elder care was a prudent
choice. Furthermore, in this study, elder care was not significantly correlated with
work-to-family conflict or job insecurity at the bivariate level, thus there was not
a compelling reason to include it as a control variable in the regression analyses.
Future Research

Future research should go beyond focusing on causes and consequences
of job insecurity toward developing the ability to predict who will be most
affected by job insecurity and how they will react to the perception of insecurity
(Probst, 2000). For example, individuals will react more negatively if they are
financially and psychological attached to their job (Leana & Feldman, 1990).
Additionally, it would be an oversimplification to state that high income
employees do not experience the negative effects of job insecurity; therefore
future research may want to examine how job insecurity is manifested for lower
income and higher income employees. Furthermore consideration should be
given to contextual factors as well, such as organizational environment.
Employees who are used to uncertain and volatile environments may not react as
strongly to job insecurity. For example, some organizations and/or positions may
have inherent levels of job insecurity associated with the role because of
environmental instability and volatility. Therefore, a scale, which examines
psychological contracts specifically related to employees’ expectations regarding
job security would be a way to determine how an employee will be respond.
More longitudinal research focusing on determining the strength and duration of
the effects of job insecurity (Ashford, Lee, & Bobko, 1989) on strain and work-
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to-family conflict should be developed. In fact, past research has shown that job
insecurity is a chronic stressor whose negative effects become more intense as
time increases (Ferrie, 2001; Heaney, Israel, & House, 1994).
A related area for future research is looking at how job insecurity is
manifested in other segments of the workforce, specifically, temporary
employees. In North America, Europe, and economically developed parts of Asia
there has been a rapid rise in the use of temporary employment contracts (Barker
& Christenson, 1998; Matusik & Hill, 1998; McLean Parks, Kidder, & Gallagher,
1998; Van Dyne & Ang, 1998), and it is hypothesized that this segment of the
workforce will grow at a much faster rate than the permanent workforce (Feder,
1995). Pearce (1998) suggests that contingent workers, which also include
temporary workers, by definition have more job insecurity than permanent
employees. Additionally, in Europe, temporary or contingent work is commonly
referred to as precarious work (Isaksson & Bellagh, 2002). Therefore, more
research is needed to examine how job insecurity is manifested for this workforce
both in the United States and abroad.
With regards to psychological contracts, core dimensions or
characteristics of psychological contracts should be examined in order to provide
a theoretical understanding of how they influence behaviors and attitudes. For
example, Rousseau and McLean Parks (Rousseau & McLean Parks, 1993)
suggest using a framework which includes stability, scope, tangibility, focus and
time frame as a way to examine psychological contracts in order to provide
greater insight as to how they function. Additionally, although it was not fully
investigated, support for psychological contracts as a moderator in a 3-way
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interaction with income, job insecurity and work-to-family conflict was found.
This finding would merit fixture research to investigate the relationship between
psychological contracts and income on job insecurity and work-to-family
conflict.
With regards to role ambiguity, consideration should be given for type of
role ambiguity, source of ambiguity and whether role ambiguity is perceived as a
stressor. Research has shown that different forms of ambiguity may account for
the differential responses to ambiguity (Jackson & Schuler, 1985; VanSell, Brief,
& Schuler, 1981).
An additional area of research would be to further investigate whether the
items in the organizational work-family culture scale measure a single global
construct. In this study support was not found for a single global construct. A
reason that support was not found for the unidimensional scale was that Allen’s
(2001) scale was developed on a sample of employees, whereas the exploratory
factor analysis in the current study was conducted on student and employee
responses. Additionally, it is important to note that the Allen (2001) scale
measures perceived organizational work-family culture and not actual culture. An
actual culture scale would require aggregating the scores for all participants in
one organization or sample.
Lastly, more research is needed on work-family conflict in countries with
varying ideological beliefs and value systems. Although North America and
Northwestern Europe represent 15% of the world’s population, they contribute
90% of the data in industrial and organizational studies (Triandis, 1991). Further,
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the contributions in the specific area of work and family have also come
primarily from North America.
The majority of research in cross-cultural psychology has tested theories
that were developed specifically for North American samples in various cultural
contexts (Aycan & Kanungo, 2001; 2002). This makes it difficult to draw
specific conclusions in regards to work-family issues across cultures, since it
cannot be assumed that the conclusions from such research will generalize to the
rest of the population. Since work and family issues are linked to cultural beliefs,
values and norms (Lobel, 1991; Schein, 1984), and are influenced by social,
economic, and political factors (Lewis, Izraeli, & Hootsman, 1992), crosscultural differences, which may affect the validity of these conclusions, need to
be taken into consideration. For example, in cultures with traditional gender role
ideologies such as Spain, the perception of work-family conflict will be different
for men and women. The political, sociocultural and institutional context in Spain
appears to be unsupportive of working women. Women are fully responsible for
taking on the burden of managing both work and family roles (Carrasco &
Rodriguez, 2000) with very little spousal and state support. As a result, they may
experience higher rates of work-family conflict than their male counterparts. In
contrast, in a culture with an egalitarian gender-role ideology, such as Finland,
men and women are equally responsible for managing both work and family roles
thus it would be hypothesized that they will perceive similar levels of workfamily conflict.
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Researchers need to adopt a multidisciplinary and interactionist
perspective since behavior occurs in a complex system which is influenced by
internal and external organizational forces. Internal forces include organizational
characteristics such as organizational size, type of work, industry, and
production, type of workforce, and technology (Aycan & Kanungo, 2001).
External forces include political, legal, educational, institutional and socio
cultural context. Rather than generalize conclusions across cultures, specific
hypotheses need to be developed and tested in the cultures of interest.
Furthermore, the use of qualitative data would provide richer insight as to how
these phenomena are experienced.
Implications

Job insecurity is a modem stressor and work is a primary source of
individual stress levels (DeFrank & Ivancevich, 1998). Additionally, work-tofamily conflict is a prevalent source of stress for employees since most families
are now two-wage earners. Job insecurity and work-to-family conflict have been
found to have a negative affect on employee health, well-being, and attitudes and
behaviors (Catalano, Rook, & Dooley, 1986; Dekker & Shaufeli, 1995; Ferrie,
2001; Ferrie, et al, 2001; Frone, 2000; Joelson & Wahlquist, 1987; Kivimaki, et
al., 2000; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998; Kuhnert, Sims, & Lahey, 1989; Probst, 1999;
Probst & Brubaker, 2001). Specifically, in regards to organizational outcomes
they have been related to absenteeism, turnover, job satisfaction, work
withdrawal behaviors and organizational commitment (Ashford, Lee, & Bobko,
1989; Brockner, 1988; Davy, Kinicki, & Scheck, 1997; Frone, Yardley, &
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Markel, 1997; Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984). All of which are related to
organizational performance invariably influencing the bottom-line. As a result,
organizations need to start paying attention to the strain experienced by
employees who have family responsibilities coupled with job insecurity.
The present study found support for specific strategies organizations can
adopt to decrease the negative effects of job insecurity on work-to-family
conflict. To begin with, organizations need to understand the processes that are
occurring in their companies by paying attention to the contextual social factors
influencing their employees. For example, before taking costly and laborintensive measures to reduce levels of role ambiguity, organizations should give
consideration to the context in which role ambiguity is occurring.
A study by Bliese and Castro (2000) found that the buffering effect of role
ambiguity is unimportant in the face of a contextual effect. In their study, that
effect was low leadership support. Specifically, they found that low role
ambiguity did buffer the effects of high workload on outcomes but only when
leadership was supportive. In this study, role ambiguity did not play a significant
role in work-to-family conflict of higher-income employees. Therefore, it will not
be constructive for an organization to invest their resources in minimizing role
ambiguity for these employees. However, for lower-income employees, role
ambiguity did play a role in determining work-family outcomes. This is
supportive of current research which shows role ambiguity as a direct predictor of
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work-family conflict (Greenhaus et al., 1998). For lower-income employees
organizations can help to decrease work-to-family conflict by clearly delineating
and articulating the requirements and responsibilities of a job role. The present
study underscores the importance of paying attention to the context in which role
ambiguity is embedded.
Furthermore, research has shown that the negative effects of job
insecurity can be reduced by increasing an employees’ perception of control and
tolerance for ambiguity (Armstrong-Stassen, 1994; Callan, 1993; Shaw &
Barrett-Powell, 1997). This can be done by providing information and clearly
articulating role expectations which can re-establish a person’s sense of control
and predictability (Ashford, Lee, & Bobko, 1989).
Additionally, policies and benefits which can assist employees balance
their work and family lives should be adopted in order to help employees better
cope with the negative effects of job insecurity on work-to-family conflict. With
regard to specific types of policies and benefits, researchers have found that
assistance with child care is positively related to productivity and employee
morale and negatively related to turnover, absenteeism and accident rates
(Thomas & Thomas, 1990). Furthermore, the provision of parental leave
(Shellenbarger, 1991) and assistance with elder care (Burden & Googins, 1987)
can result in a reduction of strain. Similarly, availability of flextime has been
found to decrease levels of work-family conflict (Marshall & Barnett, 1994),
reduce strain (Staines & Pleck, 1983), increase organizational commitment and
increase job satisfaction (Marshall & Barnett, 1994). It is important to note that
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merely adopting policies and benefits may be inadequate to achieve positive
outcomes without a supportive work-family culture (Allen, 2001; Thompson,
Beauvais, & Lyness, 1999). Therefore organizations should first develop a
culture that is supportive of employees with family needs before adopting such
policies and benefits. In this study, a supportive work-family organizational
culture mitigated the negative effects of job insecurity on work-to-family conflict
for employees with lower incomes.
Organizational Steps in Alleviating the N egative Effects o f Job Insecurity

Employers can take several steps to alleviate the negative effects of job
insecurity on work-to-family conflict. For example, they can help decrease
unpredictability in work routines by providing open communication and early
notification of changes in job responsibilities. This is important because research
has found that high unpredictability in employees’ work routines produces higher
work-family conflict (Fox & Dwyer, 1999). Furthermore, on a wider
organizational level, employers can provide timely information in regard to
organizational change and an arena for sharing reactions to change (Adams &
Roebuck, 1997; Brockner, Konovosky, Cooper-Schneider, Folger, Martin, &
Bies, 1994; Kets De Vries & Balazs, 1997; Schweiger & Denisi, 1991).
Also assistance can be offered to those who are leaving the organization,
such as placement counseling, information about alternative jobs, economic
assistance and special packages for voluntary separation and early retirement
(Bolt, 1983).
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A third step which can be used to alleviate the negative effects of job
insecurity is employability. Employability is defined as keeping employees
learning and growing through challenging jobs, continuing education, and
retraining (Kanter, 1991). Job insecurity may be perceived as less threatening if
employees feel that their skills are employable elsewhere. A study of 400
midlevel executives by the Boston University School of Management found that
the promise of job security was not the strongest indicator of employee
commitment, (Craig, Kimberly, & Bouchikhi). The executives who were the
most committed were the ones given opportunities to enhance their
employability.
Two options to avoid layoffs and mitigate the negative effects of job
insecurity include redeploying and loaning employees. Redeploying employees
includes moving employees whose jobs have been eliminated to other locations
where the job exists (Bolt, 1983). Following the 1969-1970 recession, Texaco
had to let go 65 of their trained professionals in its five US labs. Instead of laying
them off, they looked for opportunities in other parts of the company to redeploy
the employees and thus were able to keep all 65 scientists and engineers. A
second option to layoffs involves loaning skilled employees from one company to
another (Bolt, 1983). For example, a West German manufacturing company in
Bremen avoided layoffs in slack periods by loaning skilled workers from one
company to another.
Organizations that take steps to decrease the negative effects of stress on
employees will gain an advantage by reducing Worker’s Compensation claims
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and medical expenses (Hart & Cooper, 2001). For example, research has found a
negative relationship between job insecurity and employee safety motivation and
compliance (Probst & Brubaker, 2001). Therefore, an organization that reduces
employees’ levels of job insecurity can potentially decrease workplace injuries
and accidents resulting in lower medical claims and expenses. Additionally work
withdrawal, absenteeism, and turnover can be decreased by reducing the
negative effects of stress on employees (Hart & Cooper, 2001).
All of the above points to a value system that organizations need to adopt
which shows that they view employees as competent, respected, and appreciated.
I believe that unfortunately the prevalent attitude in the workforce today does not
reflect the necessary passion that kindles commitment and dedication. Without
truly believing in the virtues of one’s environment, work, just like life, becomes
idle existence. A strong contributor to this diminished passion is that in many
organizations we still find bureaucratic caste systems that eliminates
individuality, encourages conformity and focuses on the bottom-line. These
companies need to establish an environment that respects employees’ personal
lives, stresses creativity, job security, communication, autonomy, and a core
belief in company goals, which can enhance commitment, performance and
productivity. All of the latter issues axe not only work-related, but life-affirming
issues that if addressed in the workplace can ultimately improve the quality of life
and the ever important bottom-line.
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Appendix A: Power Calculated from Cohen’s (1988) Formula for Hierarchical
Analysis
Significance level = .05 (by convention, p. 531)
Desired power = .80 (by convention, p. 445)
Effect size (£2) = .15 (by convention for medium effect size, p. 478)
k y = l ; k x = 3 ; k A := l ; u = 3
s = 1 (as a function of ky and kx - from Table 10.2.1, p. 475)
Trial estimates - v = 120; L —11.1 (Table 9.4.2, p. 452)
Implied v is obtained using the trial value for L (equation 10.4.1, p. 515)
Implied v = (L/P)u-1
= 11.1/.15(3)-1
Implied v = 221
Interpolate L based on the implied v (equation 10.4.2, p. 515)
Interpolated L = LL - [((1/vL) - (l/v))/((l/vL) - (l/vu))/(LL-LU)]
= 11.1 -((1/120- 1/221)/(1/120 - 0)(11.1 - 10.9))
= 11.1 - .092
Interpolated L
=11.01
Calculate iterated v using interpolated L (equation 10.4.1, p. 515)
Iterated v
= (L/P)u -1
= (11.01/. 15X3)-1
Iterated v
= 219.1
Calculate the number of participants using the iterated v (equation 10.4.3, p. 515)
N
= l/s(v+u/2-l) + ((ky+kx+3)/2) + max(kc,kA+kG)
= 1/1(219+1.5-1) +(7.2)+ 1
N
= 224

APPENDIX 219
Appendix B: Paper and Pencil Informed Consent
Work-Family Conflict and Job Insecurity of Employees: Mediating Role of Job
Strain and Moderating Role of Individual, Organizational and Situational Factors
You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Khatera
Sahibzada from Portland State University, psychology department. The
researcher hopes to learn how work and family issues of temporary employees
are impacted by job insecurity. The study is being conducted in partial fulfillment
of the requirements for a doctoral degree and is under the supervision of Leslie
Hammer at Portland State University. If you decide to participate, you will be
asked to fill out a survey which should take approximately 20-25 minutes to
complete. You may not receive any direct benefit from taking part in this study,
but the study may help to increase knowledge which may help others in the
future. If you decide to participate, you can be enrolled in a $200 lottery.
Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be
linked to you or identify you will be kept confidential. The information will be
kept in a secured file cabinet for 5 years in the office of the researcher at Portland
State University or in their office at their next place of employment. No one will
be able to link employee names to the raw data, since they will be submitted
anonymously. Additionally, if you would like a summary of the findings, please
contact me at the address below or via email at khatera@pdx.edu in May 2006.
Your participation is voluntary. You do not have to take part in this study, and it
will not affect your relationship with your employer and/or Portland State
University. You may also withdraw from this study at any time without affecting
you relationship with your employer and/or Portland State University.
If you have concerns or problems about your participation in this study or your
rights as a research subject, please contact the Human Subjects Research Review
Committee, Office of Research and Sponsored Projects, 111 Cramer Hall,
Portland State University, (503) 725-4288. If you questions about the study itself,
contact Khatera Sahibzada at 11924 Honeybrook Ct. Moorpark Ca. 93021 (805)
217-4681.
Your signature indicates that you have read and understand the above information
and agree to take part in this study. Please understand that you may withdraw
your consent at any time without penalty, and that, by signing, you are not
waiving any legal claims, rights or remedies. The researcher will provide you
with a copy of this form for your records.

Signature

Date
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Appendix C: Online Informed Consent
Work-Family Conflict and Job Insecurity of Employees: Mediating Role of Job
Strain and Moderating Role of Individual, Organizational and Situational Factors
You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Khatera
Sahibzada from Portland State University, psychology department. The
researcher hopes to learn how work and family issues of temporary employees
are impacted by job insecurity. The study is being conducted in partial fulfillment
of the requirements for a doctoral degree and is under the supervision of Leslie
Hammer at Portland State University.
If you decide to participate, you will be asked to fill out a survey which should
take approximately 20-25 minutes to complete. You may not receive any direct
benefit from taking part in this study, but the study may help to increase
knowledge which may help others in the future. If you decide to participate, you
can be enrolled in a $200 lottery.
Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be
linked to you or identify you will be kept confidential. The information will be
kept in a secured file cabinet for 5 years in the office of the researcher at Portland
State University or in their office at their next place of employment. No one will
be able to link employee names to the raw data, since they will be submitted
anonymously. Additionally, if you would like a summary of the findings, please
contact me at the address below or via email at khatera@pdx. edu in March 2006.
Your participation is voluntary. You do not have to take part in this study, and it
will not affect your relationship with your employer and/or Portland State
University. You may also withdraw from this study at any time without affecting
you relationship with your employer and/or Portland State University.
If you have concerns or problems about your participation in this study or your
rights as a research subject, please contact the Human Subjects Research Review
Committee, Office of Research and Sponsored Projects, 111 Cramer Hall,
Portland State University, (503) 725-4288. If you questions about the study itself,
contact Khatera Sahibzada at 11924 Honeybrook Ct. Moorpark Ca. 93021 (805)
217-4681.
Thank you,

Khatera Sahibzada
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Appendix D: Survey
In order to participate in the study you must be working a minimum of 20 hours
per week and meet ONE of the following criteria:
•

Have one or more children aged 18 years or younger living at home at
least three days a week
and/or

•

Are married or living with partner
and/or

•

Provide assistance to an elderly parent or in-law for at least 3 hours a
week
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The survey asks your opinions and attitudes on a variety of work and family
issues. It should take about 20-25 minutes to complete.
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the
following statements by circling the number that corresponds to the most
appropriate response.
1 = strongly disagree
5 = strongly agree

\ Litlit! \giLt Nor Disagice
Disagree

1. My work schedule often conflicts with my family life.
2. After work, I come home too tired to do some of the things I like to do.
3. On the job I have so much work to do that it takes away from my personal
interests.
4.

My family dislikes how often I am preoccupied with my work while I am

i

5.

Because my work is demanding, at times I am irritable at home.

1 2

6.

The demands o f my job make it difficult to be relaxed all the time at home.

I 2

7.

My work takes up time that I’d like to spend with my family.

1 2

8. My job makes it difficult to be the kind o f spouse, parent or caretaker to
aging parent I’d like to be.
9.

My family schedules often conflicts with my work schedules.

10. After home, I come to work too tired to do some of the things I like to do.
11. At home I have so much work to do that it takes away from my family life
at work.
12. My work dislikes how often I am preoccupied with my family while at
work.
13. Because my family is demanding, at times I am irritable at work.
14. The demands of my family make it difficult to be relaxed all the time at
work.
15. My family takes up time that I’d like to spend at work.
16. My family makes it difficult to be the kind of employee I’d like to be.

I
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Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the
following statements by circling the number that corresponds to the most
appropriate response.
1 = strongly disagree 5 = strongly agree
Strongly Agroe
Agree
Neither \giet Nor Ditngtec
Disagree

17.

My authority matches the responsibilities assigned to me.

18 .1 don’t know what is expected of me.
19. My responsibilities are clearly defined.
2 0 .1 feel certain about how much authority I have.
21.1 know what my responsibilities are.
2 2 .1 have clear planned goals and objectives for my job.
23. The planned goals and objectives are not clear.
2 4 .1 don’t know how I will be evaluated for a raise or promotion.
2 5 .1 don’t know how to develop my capabilities for future success in my job.
2 6 .1 often have unclear orders from my boss.
2 7 .1 know exactly what is expected from me.
2 8 .1 work under unclear policies and guidelines.
29. Explanations are clear o f what has to be done.
3 0 .1 don’t know what are the opportunities for advancement and promotion.
3 1 .1 don’t know how to improve my performance on the job.
32. My boss makes it clear how he will evaluate my performance.

1 2

3

4
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Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the
following statements by circling the number that corresponds to the most
appropriate response.
1 = strongly disagree
5 = strongly agree
Slinngl} \grce
\gree
Neither \grcc Nor Disagree
Disagree
Sliungls Disagrit

33. A job is what you make of it.

”

■

* ■

'

111

34. On most jobs, people can pretty much accomplish whatever they set out to
accomplish.
35. If you know what you want out of a job, you can find a job that gives it to you.
36. If employees are unhappy about with a decision made by their boss, they
should do something about it.
4

37. Getting the job that you want is mostly a matter o f luck.
38. Making money is primarily a matter of good fortune.
39. Most people are capable of doing their jobs well if they make the effort

40. In order to get a really good job you need to have family members or friends
in high places.

I

41. Promotions are usually a matter of good fortune.

1

42. When it comes to landing a really good job, who you know is more important
that what you know.

i

43. Promotions are given to employees who perform well on the job.

1

44. To make a lot of money you have to know the right people.

1

45. It takes a lot o f luck to be an astounding employee on most jobs.

2 3 1 5

2

46. People who perform there jobs will generally get rewarded for it.

1

47. Most employees have more influence over their supervisors than they think
they do.

1 2

48. The main difference between people who make a lot of money and people
who make a little money is luck.

1

2j

'3 4
4
3 4

2

3 4

5
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To what extent do you agree that each of the following statements represent the
philosophy or beliefs of your organization?
1 = strongly disagree
5 = strongly agree
stionglv Vs •ee
\giee
Vilhtr \grei Nor Di\.»gm.
Disagree

49. Work should be the primary priority in a person’s life.
50. Long hours inside the office are the way to achieving advancement.
51. It is best to keep family matter separate from work.
52. It is considered taboo to talk about life outside of work.
53. Expressing involvement and interest in nonwork matters is viewed as
healthy.
54. Employees who are highly committed to their personal lives cannot
be highly committed to their work.
55. Attending to personal needs, such as taking time off for sick children
is frowned upon.
56. Employees should keep their personal problems at home.
57. The way to advance in this company is to keep nonwork matters out
of the workplace.
58. Individuals who take time off to attend to personal matters are not
committed to their work.
59. It is assumed that the most productive employees are those who put
their work before their family.
60. Employees are given ample opportunity to perform both their job and
their personal responsibilities well.
61. Offering employees’ flexibility in completing their work is viewed as
a strategic way of doing business.
62. The ideal employee is one who is available 24 hours a day.
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APPENDIX 226
The following questions ask you about how you feel:
1 = never or a little 4= most of the time
Most of the time
Vgood pari u

mmsm

Some of the
Ne\er or a little

6 3 .1 feel sad.

6 4 .1 feel unhappy.
6 5 .1 feel good
6 6 .1 feel depressed
6 7 .1 feel blue
6 8 .1 feel cheerful
6 9 .1 feel nervous
7 0 .1 feel jittery
7 1 .1 feel calm
7 2 .1 feel fidgety
7 3 .1 get angry
7 4 .1 get aggravated
7 5 .1 get irritated or annoyed

1

2

Please indicate how certain you feel about your job by circling the number that
corresponds to the most appropriate response.
1 = very uncertain
6 = very certain

Ccrtain
Somewhat Uncertain

jjjj

mm
Very Uncertain

76. How certain do you feel about what your future career looks like.

1 2

1 4

77. How certain do you feel about the opportunities for promotions and
advancement which will exist in the next few years.

1

2

78. How certain do you feel about whether your job skills will be valued
five years from now.

1

2 3

79. How certain do you feel about what your responsibilities will be like 6
months from now.

1

2 3

3

5 6
4

5

6

®p4jfl 5 ifiiiiii
6
4

5

6

APPENDIX 227

What is the FUTURE OF YOUR JOB with this organization like? Circle YES if
the item describes the FUTURE OF YOUR JOB. Circle NO if the item does not
describe the FUTURE OF YOUR JOB. Circle ? if you cannot decide. Please
choose a response for each item.
*>
80.

Sure

81.

Unpredictable

82.

Up in the air

83.

Stable

84.

Questionable

85.

i

■Bjp

c

l

i|

IBl

l

t

i

HR
aHat

l S h I

Unknown

111
■

l

H
N
S

86.

My job is almost guaranteed

■ m

i

iB i

87.

Can depend on being here

ill

l g B l

88.

Certain

{

l

IBM

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the
following statements by circling the number that corresponds to the most
appropriate response.
1 = strongly disagree 5 = strongly agree

.Simngl> \g i ct
\g ree
INeither An ree jNor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
11
8 9 .1 work only the hours set our on my contract and nothing more

i

2n

3

4

jifjB

■
IB

4

5

4

5

ill

4

Ip

90. My commitment to the organization is defined by my contract

J

2

91. My loyalty to the organization is contract specific

1

2

9 2 .1 prefer to work a strictly defined set of working hours

1

2
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9 3 .1 only carry out what is necessary to get the job done
9 4 .1 do not identify with the organization’s goals
9 5 .1 work to achieve the purely short-term goals of my job
96. My job means more to me than just a means of paying the bills
97. It is important to be flexible and to work irregular hours if necessary
9 8 .1 expect to grow in this organization
9 9 .1 feel part o f a team in this organization
100.1 have a reasonable chance for promotion if I work hard
101. To me working for this organization is like being a member of the family
102. The organization develops/rewards employees who work hard and exert
themselves
103.1 expect to gain promotion in this company with length of service and
effort to achieve goals
104.1 feel this company reciprocates the effort put in by its employees
105. My career path is this organization is clearly mapped out
106.1 am motivated to contribute 100% to this company in return for future
employee benefits

APPENDIX 229
Demographics
107. What is your age? ___________ years
108. Your gender?
1
Male
2
Female
109. Are you:
1
Married or living with a partner
2
Not married and not living with partner
110. If married/cohabitating, does your partner/spouse work?
1
Yes, fulltime
2
Yes, part-time
3
No, doesn’t work
111. What is the highest grade/degree in school that you completed?
1
Grade school or less
2
High school
3
College
4
Graduate degree
112. How many hours a week do you work?________
113. How long have your been with your company?_______ years and
________months
114. How many months have you been in your current position?
________years and________months
115. What type of job do you hold?
1
Non-Managerial
2
Managerial
116. In which department are you working?
1 Education
2 Manufacturing
3 Health
4 Finance
5 Automotive
6 High Tech
7 Other
117. How many children under the age of 18 do you have living in your home 3
or more days per week?
______
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